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Mrs. R a Y N E R, 



O F 



SUNBURY, in MIDDLESEX. 



Madam, 



'\T OUR known zeal for the caufe in 
-^ the defence of which this work is 
compofed is my motive for prefixing your 
name to it. It is a great and important 
queftion that is now in agitation, and it 
is but juftice that pofterity fhould, if pof- 
fible, be made acquainted with the names 
of thofe zealous advocates of truth, whofe 
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exertions, though not in the charafter of 
writers, have yet, in various other ways, 
contributed to its fuccefsful fpread. In 
this honourable clafs I know of few that 
are intitled to ftand before that of Mrs. 
Rayher. 

Such is our focial nature, that thofe 

who are a(fluated by the pureft love of 

truth, and whofc views arc the mod 

fingle, Jeel, and therefore, in fome degree, 

waril the additional motive which arifes 

from the concurrence of others, in a caufc 

in which the world in general is again ft 

them. But a very few, united in a love 

of truth, of the importance of which 

they arc deeply fenfible, will eafily bear 

up againft any combination. Numbers, 

power, wealth, long eftablifliment, fafliion, 

intereft, and every other advantage on -the 

fide 
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fide of error^ infpire no fear or diftruft, 
but rather give courage to the fmall band 
that fight under the banners of truth and 
right. The conteft itfelf is glorious, and 
their confidence of final fuccefs makes 
them cafy, and even joyful, under all op- 
pofition. 

Believing, as I am perfuaded that you. 
Madam, as well as myfelf, do, that a wife 

Providence fuper-intends all events, guid- 
ing the thoughts and purfuits of every 
individual to the moft proper objed, and 
in the moft proper time, we rejoice in 

feeing every queftion of great moment, 
and efpecially thofe relating to theology^ 
become the fubjedl of intcrefting difcuf- 
fion ; well knowing that it is a prelude 
to the enlargement of the minds of men, 
the dctedlion of error, and the propaga- 
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tion of truth, with which the well being 

I 

of mankind, here and hereafter, is always, 
more or lefs, connedled. 

You, Madam, have fufficiently fliewn 
a mind fuperior to every thing that this 
world can hold out, in oppofition to the 
claims of reafon and confcience; and the 
knowledge that I have of your enlarged 
views, and your noble intrepidity, in fol- 
lowing truth wherever you apprehend it 
to lead you, and in overlooking all obda- 
cles that would oppofe right conduSi^ will 
always, I hope, increafe my own zeal and 
firmnefs in the fame caufe. Such ex-* 
amples are ever prefent to my mind ; and 
it is impoflible that they fhould be con- 
templated without fome beneficial in- 
fluence. 



Society 
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Society, like yours, and that of our 
common and excellent friend Mr. Lindfey 
(without, however, excluding many others 
who think differently from us with re- 
IpeiSt to the objedt of this work, but whofe 
chridian fpirit I revere, and, I hope^ emu« 
late) is one chief fource of my happinefs 
here. And I have no greater wifli than 
to rejoin fuch friends hereafter, and (hare 
in their purfuits in a future world, as I 
have done in the prefent ; not doubting 
but that we fhall find proper objeds for 
the exercife of that ardent love of truth, 
and that zeal and adivity in promoting 
it (as well as for the principles of piety 
and benevolence "in general) which have 
been formed here. 



Wifhing that your fun may fct with 
ferenity, in the pleafing profpedl of the 
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fucccfsful fpread of that truth which it 
has been your great wifh to promote, and 
of that future happy world, in whigh 
truth and virtue will reign triumphant. 



I am, with the trueft refpeft. 
Madam, 

Your moft obliged 
humble Servant, 



BIRMINGHAM, 
Msff 1786. 



J. PRIESTLEY. 
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PREFACE 



/Tp H E Hijtory of the Corruptions of 
^ Cbrifiianity I wrote as a fequel to 
my Irtjlitutes of Natural and Revealed Reli^ 
gion^ and therefore chiefly for the ufe of 
the unlearned^ who might wifli to Icnow in 
what manner^ and from what caufes, fuch 
dodtrines as thofe of the trinity^ atonement, 
original fm^ &c. arofe, and got fo firman 
eftablifhment in the creeds of fo many per- 
fons profefling chrifl:ianity, with the ge- 
nuine principles of which they are totally 
difcordant. 



That work having engaged me in a con- 
troverfy with refpedt to the firft article of 
it, viz. the Hijlory of Opinions concerning 
Cbriji, I have been led to give more parti- 

^ cular 
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cular attention to the fubjeft ; and this has 
produced the materials for the work which 
I now prefent to the public, and efpecially 
to the learned^ to whom it is more particu- 
larly addrefled; though, I hope, that the 
greateft part of it will be fufficiently intel- 
ligible to readers of good fenfe, who may 
not have had the advantage of a fcholaftic 
education. 

In compofing this work, I can truly fay 
that I have fpared neither time, labour, nor 
expence. When I formed the defign of it, 
I was determined to do it from original 
writers f without even looking into any 
modern author whatever. I therefore pe- 
rufed all the books of which a catalogue 
will be given at the clofc of the work 
(which are all that I could purchafe, or 
conveniently borrow) with as much care as 
I thought the nature of each required, hav^ 
ing only one objedl in view ; and I did not 
knowingly overlook any paflage that pro-r 
mifed to throw light upon the fubjedt. 

^ ' Having 
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Having collefted and arranged thefe ma- 
terials, furniihed by thofe original authors, 
I applied myfelf to the reading of all the 
modern writers of any reputation for learn- 
ing in ecclefiallical hiftory, whether thdir 
opinions were the fame with mine, or not. 
But the addition that I made to my own 
colleftion of authorities by this means 
amounted to very little, not more than 
about twenty or thirty, and thofe, in gene- 
ral, of no great confequence. What more 
I could have done I cannot tell. By de- 
laying the publication a year or two longer, 
and revifing the work again and again, I 
might, no doubt, have made it more com- 
plete, efpecially as a compojitton . But with 
me this is no obje£t at all ; and the im- 
provement that I might have made in the 
work in other refpefts would not, I think, 
have been very material. 

With great tranquility and fatisfa6lion, 
therefore, I now commit this Hiftory to my 
friends, and to my enemies ; fufficiently 
aware that it is not without its defects to 

exercife 
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exercifc the candour of the former, and the 
captioufnefs of the latter. But no work of 
this extent, and of this nature, can be ex- 
pelled to be perfedt. I have myfelf difco- 
vered great miftakes and overfights in thofe 
who have gone before me; and notwith- 
ftanding all my care, I fhall not be fur- 
prized if thofe who come after me, efpc- 
cially if they walk over the fame ground 
more lelfurely than 1 have done, fhould find 
fome things to corred in me. To make this 
aseafy as poflible, I have printed my autho- 
rities at full length. But I am confident, 
that all my overfights will not invalidate 
any pofition of confequence in the whole 
work ; and this is all that the real inquirer 
after truth will be folicitous about. 

On no former occafion have I declined, 
but on the contrary I have rather courted, 
and provoked, oppofition, becaufe I am 
fenfible it is the only method of difcover- 
ing truth ; and I am far from wiftiing that 
this work may efcape the moft rigorous 
examination. It will enable me to corredt 

any 
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any future editions of it» and make it more 
perfeft than it is poffible for me to make 
it at prefent. I hope alfo that the con* 
trovcrfy will be continued by men of learn- 
ing, though I may now think myfclfex- 
cufed from taking any part in it. But with 
refpciS: to this, I do not pretend to have 
any fixed determination. Every writer who 
wiflics pot to miflead the public, is anfwer- 
able for what he lays before them. At their 
bar he is always ftanding, and /hould hold 
himfelf ready to anfwer any important 
qucftion, when it is properly put to him. 



This I (hall have a good opportunity of 
doing in the Theological Repofitoxy^ which 
I have revived, and which is publifhed oc- 
cafionally ; and, to repeat what I faid on a 
former occafion, ** If any perfon will give 
" his name, and propofe any difficulty 
** whatever relating to the fubjedt of this 
** work, fo that I ihall fee reafon to think 
*^ that it proceeds from a love of truth, I 
•^ here promife that I will fpeak fully to 
" it, and I fliall be as explicit as I poflibly 



<< 



can. 
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** can." Notwithftanding the pains that 
have been taken to exhibit me to the public 
as an unfair and difingenuous writer, I truft 
that v^ith many, at leaft, I have fome cha- 
racter to lofe; or if fo much has been taken 
away that I have but little left, it may be 
prefumed that I fhall be the more careful 
of it on that account. 

It was my earneft wifli to have had the 
advantage of a public difcuflion of the fub- 
jedl of this work by a learned Arian before 
I had proceeded to the compofition of it. 
I folicited for fuch an opponent both pub- 
licly and privately, but without fucccfs ; 
which I think is much to be regretted. In 
lidi of this, I have colledled the ideas of 
the Arians in a more private way, and have 
myfelf endeavoured to fuggeft all that I 
poflibly could in fupport of their opinion. 
It will be feen that I have given particular 
attention to their dodtrine through the 
whole courfe of the work ; and I muft fay 
that, I find no evidence of its exlftence be- 
fore the time of Arius. If 1 have proved 

this. 



PREFACE. XV 

this, the hypothcfis muft be abandoned. 
For no perfon can long fatisfy himfelf with 
faying, it is fufficient for him, if He find 
his opinion in the fcriptures, and that he 
will not trouble himfelf about that of 
others, however near to the time of the 
apoftles. For it will be an unanfwerable 
argument, a priori^ againft any particular 
do£trine being contained in the fcriptures, 
that it was never underftood to be fa by thofc 
perfons for whofe immediate ufe the fcrip- 
tures were written, and who muft have been 
much better qualified to underftand them, 
in that refpedl at leaft, than we can pretend 
to be at this day. 

My Arian friends, I am well aware, will 
think that, in this, as well as in a great 
part of the work, I bear peculiarly hard 
upon them ; and I frankly acknowledge it. 
I think theirs to be an hypothefis equally 
deftitute of fupport in the fcriptures, in 
reafon, and in hiftory. There is, I even 
think, lefs colour for it than for the trini- 
tarian dodtrine as it ftood before the coun- 
cil 
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cil of Nice. For afterwards it became a 
perfe(3: contradiSiofiy undeferving of any 
difcuilion. 

It would give me much pain to offend 
my Arian friends^ as I fear I. (hall do in 
this work ; becaufe for many of them I have 
a great efleemi for fome of them as great as 
I have for any living characters whatever. 
But I flatter myfelf that, as they know me 
well, they will be fatisfied, that all I have 
advanced arifes from the fulnefs of my per- 
fuafion with refpefi to the fallacioufnefs of 
their principles, and my earneft defire to 
recommend to them a fyftem better founded 
than their own. 

* 

They will be more particularly offended 
at my not allowing them the title of unifa^ 
rians. But for this I have given my rea- 
fons ; and I refpedt them as good men^ and 
good chrijlians^ which is of infinitely more 
value. Befides, the title of unitarians is 
that which had always been given to thofe 
who hive of late been called Socinians in 

this 
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tiiis country^ till Arianifm was introduced 
by Mr. Whifton, Dr. Clarke, and Mr« 
Pierce, at a time when the old unitarians, 
fuch as were Mr. Biddle, and Mr. Firmin 
(thofemofl: refpedtable of men) were almofl: 
cztiDA. We therefore only reclaim an old 
pofleffion, and by this means get quit of 
^ deooAination from a particular perfon, 
.which is never a pleafing circumftance. 
But let my reafons be confidered, and by 
jriiem I am willing to fland or fall. 



There is one particular fubjedt on which 
I have much enlarged in this treatife, and 
about which I had no intention to write 
It all, when I began to colle6t materials for 
h. It is the miraculous conception of Jefus, 
ooncerning which I had not at that time 
entertained any doubt ; though I well knew 
that feveral very eminent and learned chrif« 
dans, of ancient and modern times, had 
difbelieved it. The cafe was that, in pe* 
fufing the early chriftian writers, with a 
view to colledl all opinions concerning Cbriji, 
I found fo much on this fubjedl, that I 

b could 
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could not help giving particular attention 
to itj and it being impoilible not to be 
flruck with the abfurdity of their reafoning 
about it, I was by degrees led to think 
whether any thing better could be faid in 
proof of iYicfaSl ; and at length my collec* 
tions and fpeculations, grew to the fize 
that is now before the reader. 

It has been my bulinefs to colledt and 
digeft fatts and opinions^ and it will be 
his to form a judgment concerning them. 
What I myfelf think of them he will eafily 
perceive, becaufc I have frankly acknow- 
ledged it ; but that ought not to. bias him. 
I rather wifh that it may operate to awaken 
his fufpicions, and lead him to examine 
what I have advanced with the greateft ri- 
gour. To affifl his judgment, I have kept 
nothing back that has occurred to myfelf, 
or that has been fuggefted by others 5 and 
in order to collect opinions with more eafe, 
I firft publifhed this article in the Theolo^ 
gical Repojitory^ as I alfo did that relating 
to the intricate bufinefs of Platonifm. 

lam 
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I am well aware that what I have ad- 
vanced on this fubjcdl will give my ene- 
mies fre/h occafion for raifing a clamour 
againft me. But they cannot, with this 
new provocation, add to what they have 
already faid of me. If they tax me with 
mean artifice, bafe difingenuity, grofs ig- 
norance, and the moft wilful perverfion 
of the authors I quote, there will be 
nothing new in it. My ears are now ac- 
Cttftomed to thefe charges, and callous to 
them ; fo that I receive them as things of 
courfe. And though I, no doubt, wifli to 
ftand better with my readers, and to pafs 
for a fair and earneft, though fearlcfs en- 
quirer after truth (becaufe I believe myfelf 
to be fo) it is, from habit, no great pain to 
roc to be confidered in a different light. 
To my enemies, therefore, who have already 
calumniated me fo grofsly, I make no apo- 
logy, and of them I afk no favour. 1 fhould 
fue in vain if I did. 

The only article for which I acknow- 
ledge myfelf an advocate in this work, is 

b 2 the 
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the truth and antiquity of the proper uni- 
tarian dodlrine, in oppofition to the trinita- 
rian and Arian hypothefes. And even with 
refpe£t to this^ 1 am, as I have obferved be- 
fore, by no means fanguine in my expecta- 
tions from the effedt of the moft forcible ar- 
guments i the minds of many being at prc- 
fent greatly indifpofed to receive the opinion 
that I contend for, in confequence of ftrong 
early prejudices in favour of a different one; 
prejudices which have been confirmed by 
much reading, thinking, and converfation« 
Lead of all can \ expert to make any im- 
preflion on xthofe who are advanced in life. • 
My chief expectations are from the youngs 
and from pofterity. And it is happy for the 
caufe of truth, as well as other valuable pur- 
pofes, that man is mortal ; and that while 
the fpecies continues, the individuals go ofF 
the ftage. For othcrvvife the whole fpecies 
would foon arrive ^t its maximum in all 
improvements, as individuals now do. 

In this work I find myfelf in a great mea- 
furCf as I was wqU apprised, upon new 

ground. 
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ground. At Icaft, I fee reafon to think 
that it has never been fufficiently examined 
by any perfon who has had the fame general 
views of things that I have* Dr. Lardner^ 
who was as much converfant with the early 
chriftian writers as perhaps any man what- 
ever^ and whofe fentiments on the fubje£t 
of this controverfy, were the fame with 
mine, yet had another objed: in reading 
them. 

Przipcovius wrote upon this fubjeit, but 
what he has advanced is very fhort, and 
very imperfeft. What Zuicker did, I can 
only learn from Bilhop Bull, who had not 
feen all his works ; but I fufpedt that he 
was not mafter of all the evidence that may 
be procured from a careful reading of an- 
cient writers, and a comparifon of the feveral 
circumftances to be colledled from them*. 

* Since this was written, I have had a particular ac«- 
count of this Work from a learned foreign correfpondent, 
2nd it has not contributed to heighten my regret at not 
l^ing been able to procure it. It does nor appear to 

b 3 me, 
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And it certainly requires no fmall degree 
of patience, as well as judgment and faga-* 
city, to trace the real ftate of the uni- 
tarian chriftians in early times, from the 
writings of their enemies only. For all 
their own writings are either grofsly inter- 
polated, or have perilhed, except the C/f- 
mentines. But a candid reader will make 
allowance for this great difadvantage, which, 
as the hiftorian of the unitarians, I have 
laboured under. Who is there that will pre- 
tend to colleft from the Roman hiftorians 
only, a complete account of the affairs of 
the Carthaginians, the maxims of their 
conduft, and the motives of their public 
tranfadtions, efpecially in relation to thofc 
things with refpedt to which we know 
that they mutually accufed each other. 

As to the learned chriftians of the laft 
age (excepting the Athanafians) they were 

me, that either Mr. Zuicker, or any of the Poli(h So- 
cinians, were fufficiently acquainted with chriftian anti- 
quity. 

almoft 
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almoft all Arians, fuch as Dr. Whitby, Dr. 
Clarke, Mr. Whifton, Mr. Jackfon, Mr. 
Pierce, &c. In their time, it was a great 
thing to prove that the opinion of the 
pcrfeft equality of the Son to the Father, 
in all divine perfed:ions, was not the doc- 
trine of the early ages. Thofe writers 
could not, indeed, help perceiving traces 
of the do<5lrine of the fimple humanity of 
Chrift; but taking it for granted that this 
was an opinion concerning him as much too 
low, as that of the Athanafians was too high, 
and there being no diftinguifhed advocates 
for the proper unitarian dodtrine in their 
time, they did not give fufficient attention 
to the circumftances relating to it. Thcfe 
circumftances it has been my bufinefs to 
coUeft, and to compare; and, fituated as 
I am, it niay be depended upon, that I 
have done it with all the circumfpedtion 
of which I am capable. 

My authorities from original writers will 
perhaps be thought too full ; but I ima- 
gined that an error on this fide would be 

b 4 the 
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the better extreme of the two. In fome 
few places, the fame references have been 
repeated, and in p. 147, through inadvert- 
ence unneceflarily, as they occur again, p. 
169, where they were more wanted. But 
I do not think that befides thefe, there are 
more than three or four repetitions of re- 
ferences in the whole work. It will fre- 
quently be found that more is contained 
in the reference than in the text ; but 
this will gratify fome perfons who may 
vri(h to fee in what manner chriflian 
writers of fo early a period expreiTed them- 
felves on the fubjeds of this work, ef- 
pecially as but few of my readers will 
have an opportunity of feeing many of 
the originals. If fome of my quota- 
tions fhould excite a fmile, I hope they 
will not be difpleafed. In whatever light 
fuch paflages may appear to them, they 
may be ai^ured that they were written 
with great ferioufnefs ; and this will con- 
tribute to their forming a more perfedl 
idea of the charai^er and manner of that 
clafs of writers. 

My 
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My claflical reader muft not expe£t the 

moft correct ftyle in the authors with 

whom I ihall bring him acquainted^ efpe- 

cially fome of thofe who wrote in Latin ; 

and the Greek writers abound with paiTages 

which the ableft critics have not been able 

to reflore. In thefe cafes I have generally 

given that reading which the editors have 

preferred, and fometimes that which I 

have thought the fenfe abfolutely required. 

However the meaning (which is all that I 

have to do with) is generally fufficiently 

obvious, when the grammatical conftruc- 

tion of the words is the moft difficult. 

It is fometimes of great confequencc 
to diftinguifli between the genuine and 
the Jpurious works of the Fathers. With 
refped: to this, I have moftly followed 
Cave. Buty in general, it is fufficicnt for 
my purpofe, if the books I quote were 
written within the period to which the 
fuppofed writers belong ; becaufe all that 
I am concerned with, is the exiftence of 

any particular opinion in the age to which 
1 I refer 
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I refer it ; Co that, in many cafes, a miftake 
of this kind will not afFeft my objeft. 
Some will think that I have done wrong 
ia nCcrihing the Pjhi/o/bpbumenn to Origcn j 
and in quoting the treatife againfi Noetus, 
as if it was the work of Hippolytus, thougl: 
in this Beaufobre has done the fame before 
me. But the former I really think bears the 
marks of an age as early as that of Origen, 
and the latter 1 have not quoted for any pur 
pofc in which either the writer, or the cxatf 
date of the work, is concerned. 

1 muft alfo apprize my readers of an- 
other circumftance relating to my references 
which is, that they will often find evidenc< 
as ftrongly in favour of any particular pro- 
pofition under fomc other head, as tha 
which they will fee in the place when 
they will moft naturally look for it. Bui 
having, as I imagined, a fuperiluity of evi- 
dence for every thing that I have ad- 
vanced, rather than tire the reader with i 
inultipHci'ty of quotations of one kind 
in toy one place, I contrived to intra- 
due* 
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duce fcveral of them under other heads, 
to which they likewife bore a relation. 
As to thofe perfons, therefore, who are 
not fatisfied with what I judge to be fuffi- 
cient evidence, on any article, I would 
wifli them to fufpend their judgment till 
they have perufed the whole work ; as it 
is very poffible that they may be more 
flruck with thofe authorities which they 
will find in fome other place. 

To give as much perfpicuity as I poflibly 
could to fo complex a fubjedt, T have given 
particular attention to the arrangement of 
this work. For this purpofe I have made 
many divifions and fub-divifions in it. On 
this account it was not eafy to prevent 
the occurrence of the fame confiderations 
in different places, and I took the lefs 
care to avoid it, becaufe the views of 
things that are repeated are of particular 
importance, though never that I know of 
exhibited before, fo that I wifhed to im- 
prefs them on the mind of the reader. 

Before 
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Before I clofc this preface, I muft ap- 
prize my readers, that I have introduced 
into this work, every thing of which I 
could make any ufe from any of the pub- 
lications in my late controverfy, as I there 
informed them that I fhould do. They 
have, therefore, before them all that I have 
been able to bring together, as materials 
from which to form their own judgment. 
And having done my duty with refpeift to 
them^ let them do the fame with refped to 
truths and to tbemfehes. 
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INTRODUCTION: 



CONTAINIIIO 

A VIEW OF THE PRINCIPAL ARGUMENTS 
AGAINST THE DOCTRINES OP THE 
DIVINITY AND PRE - EXISTENCE OP 
CHRIST. 



SECTION L 

Of the Argument againft the DoSlrines oftbt 
Divinity and Pre-exijlence of Ckrifi, from 
tie genera/ Tenor oftbe Scriptures. 

WHEN wc inquire into the dodtrine 
of any book^ or fet of books^ con- 
cerning any fubjedt^ and particular paffages 
are alledged in favour of different opinions, 
we fhould chiefly confider what is the ^^- 
neral tenor of the whole work with refpcifl 
to it, or what impreflion the firfl: careful 
perufal of it would probably make upon an 
impartial reader. This is not difficult to 
Vol, L B diflinguifti. 
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diftinguifh. For, in works of any confi- 
derable extent, the leading do£trines, and 
particularly thofe which it was the particu- 
lar dcfign of the writers to inculcate, will 
occur frequently, and they will often be 
illuftrated, and enforced by a variety of 
arguments 5 fo that thofe things only will 
be dubiousi the mention of which occurs 
but fcldom, or which are not exprefsly 
ajfertedj but only inferred from particular 
expreffions. But by attending only to fome 
particular .expreflions, and negledling, or 
wholly overlooking others, the ftrangeft 
and moil unaccountable opinions may be 
afcribed to writers. Nay, without conii-*. 
dering the relation that particular exprcf- 
fions bear to others, and to the tenor of the 
whole work, fentiments the very reverfe of 
thofe which the writers meant to inculcate 
may be afcribed to them. 

If, from previous inftrudion, and early 
habits, we find it difficult. to afcertain the 
real meaning and defign of a writer in this 
way, we (hall find much afliftance by con* 
fidering in what fenfe he was aftually un- 
derftood by thofe perfons for whofe ufe he 

wrote. 
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wrote, and who muft have been the bed ac- 
quainted with his language. For if a writer 
exprefles himfclf with tolerablt clearnefs, 
ftnd really means to be underftood (being 
well acquainted with the perfons into whoft 
hands his work will come) he cannot fail 
to be fo, with refpe£t to every thing of 
confequence. 

If we wifli to know whether Homer, for 

kftance, entertained the opinion of there 

being more Gods than one, we need only read 

his poems, and no doubt will remain con« 

ceming it ; the mention of Jupiter, Juno, 

Mars, &c. and the part they took in the 

fiege of Troy, occurring perpetually* If any 

difficulty fhould ftill remain, we muft thcA 

confider what were the opinions, and what 

Was the pradice of the Greeks, who read 

w\d approved his poems. In this way we 

fluU foon fatisfy ourfelves, that Homer 

held the dodrine of a multiplicity of GoJs, 

and that he, and the Greeks in general, 

^^trc what we call idolaters. 

In like manner, an impartial perfon may 
cafily fatisfy himfelf, that the writers of 
the books of icripture held the do(%rine of 

B a one 
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one God^ and that they were underftood to 
do fo by thofe perfons for whofe ufe the 
books were written. 

. If we confult Mofes's account of the 
creation, we ihall find that he makes no 
mention of more than one God, who made 
the heavens and the earth, who fupplicd 
the earth with plants and animals, and who 
alfo formed man. The plural number, in- 
deed, is made ufe of when God is rcprc*- 
fen ted as faying. Gen. i. 26. Let us make 
man ; but that this is mere phrafeology^ is 
evident- from its being faid immediately 
after, in. the Angular number, v. 27^ God 
created man in bis own image^ fo that the 
creator was ftill one being. Alfo, in the ac« 
coilnt of the building of the tower of 
Babel, we read. Gen xi. 7, that God faid let 
vs go down, and there confound their Idn^ 
guage ; but we find, in the very next verfc, 
that it was one being only who adrually 
efFedted this.. 

In all the intercourfe of God with Adam, 
Noah, and the other partriarch>, no men- 
tion is inade of more "than one being wha 
addreffed: them* under that chara&er. The 

• name 
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name by which he is diftinguifhed is fbme-r 
times yehovab^ and at other times the God 
of Abraham^ &c. but no doubt can be en« 
tcrtained, that this was the fame being who 
is firft mentioned under the general title of 
God^ and to whom the making of the hea*- 
vens and the earth is afcribed. 

Frequent mention is made in the fcrip- 
tures of angels^ who fometimes fpeak in the 
name of God, but then th^ are always re- 
presented as the creatures and the fervaats 
of God, It is even doubtful whether, in 
fom^ cafes, what are called angels, and had 
the form of men, who even walked, and 
fpake, &c, like men, were any thing more 
than temporary appearances, and no per- 
manent beings ; the mere organs of the 
deity, ufed for the purpofe of making him- 
fclf known and underftood by his creatures. 
On no account, however, can thefe angels 
be confidered as Gods^ rivals of the fupreme 
being, or of the fame rank with him. 

The moft exprefs declarations concern- 
ing the unity of God, and of the importance 
of the belief of it, are frequent in the Old 
Teftament. The iirft commandment is, 

B3 F^x- 
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Ex. XX. 3 . Tbou Jbalt have no other Gods be^ 
fore me. This is repeated in the moil em«- 
phatical manner^ Deut. vi. 4. Hear^ O IJl 
rael^ the Lord thy God is one Lord. I have 
no Qccafion to repeat what occurs on this 
Aibjed: in the later prophets. It appears, 
indeed, to have been the great objedt of the 
religion of the Jews, and of their being 
diftinguifhed from other nations by the fu« 
perior prefence and fupcrintendenceof God, 
to prefcrve among them the knowledge of 
the divine unity, while the reft of the 
world mtK falling into idolatry. And by 
means of this nation, and the difcipltne 
which it underwent, that great dodtrine was 
e^dually preferved among men, and con« 
tinues to be fo to this day. 

Had there been any diftinflion of perfons 
in the divine nature, fuch as the do&rine 
of the trinity fuppofes, it is at leaft fo like 
an infringement of the fundamental doc- 
trine of the Jewi(h religion, that it certainly 
required to be explained, and the obvious 
inference from it to be guarded againft. 
Had the eternal Father bad a Son^ and alfo a 
Spirit^ each of them equal in power and 

I glory 
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glory to himfelf^ though there (hould have 

been a fenfe in which each of them was 

truly God, and yet there was, properly 

fpeaking, only one God; at leafl the more 

obvious inference would have been, that if 

each of the three perfons was properly God, 

they would all together make three Gods. 

Since, therefore, nothing of this kind is 

faid in the Old Teftament, as the objedlion 

is never made, nor anfwered, it is evident 

that the idea had not then occurred. No 

cxpreffion, or appearance, had at that time 

even fuggefted the difficulty. 

• If we guide ourfclves by the fenfe in 

^which the Jews undcrftood their own facred 

books, we cannot but conclude that they 

contained no fuch doftrine as that of the 

chriflian trinity. For it does not appear 

that any Jew, of ancient or modern times, 

evfir deduced fuch a doftrine from them. 

The Jews always interpreted their fcrip- 

tures as teaching that God is limply one^ 

without diftindlion of perfons, and that the 

fame being who made the world, did alfo 

fpeak to the patriarchs and the prophets, 

B 4 without 
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without the intervention of any other beings, 
belides angels. 

Chriftians havp imagined that the Mef- 
iiah was to be the fecond perfon in the 
divine trinity y but the Jews themfelves, 
great as were their expeftations from the 
Mefliah, never fuppofed any fuch thing. 
And if we confider the prophecies con- 
cerning this great perfonage, we fhall be 
fatisfied that they could not poflibly have 
led them to expedl any other than a man in 
that character. The Mefliah is fuppofed 
to be announced to our firft parents under 
the title of tie feed of the woman y Gen, iii. 
15. But the phrafe born of woman ^ which is 
of the fame import, is alfvays in fcripture 
fynonymous to man. Job fays, ch. xiv. i. 
Many that is born of a woman, is of few days 
and full of trouble \ and again, ch. 25. 4. 
How can he he clean that is born of a woman f 

God promifed to Abraham, Gen. xii, 3. 
that in his feed all the foijiilies of the earth 
Jhould be bleffed. This, if it relate to the 
Mefliah at all, can give us no other idea 
than that one of bis feed ox pojieriiy^ fliould 

be 
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be the means of conferring great bleflings 

on mankind. What elfe^ alfo, could be 

fuggefled by the defcription which Mofes 

is fuppofed to give of the Mefiiah, when 

he faid, Deut. xviii. i8, I will raife them 

up a prophet^ J^om among their brethren^ 

like unto thee^ and will put my ivords in bis 

mouthy and be Jhall /peak unto them all that 

IJball command him ? Here is nothing like 

a fccond perfon in the trinity, a perfon 

equal to the Father, but a rhere prophet, 

delivering in the nameof God, whatever he 

is ordered fo to do. By Ifaiah, who writes 

more diftinftly concerning the Mefliah than 

any of the preceding prophets, his fufierings 

and death are mentioned, ch.Iiii. Daniel 

alfo fpeaks of him as to he eta cff^ ch. ix. 26. 

But furely thefe are characters of a man^ 

and not thofe of a God. Accordingly, it 

appears, in the hiftory of our Saviour, that 

the Jews of his time expedlcd that their 

Mefliah would be a prince and a conqueror^ 

like David, from whom he was to be de- 

fcended. 

In the New Teftament we find the fame 
do(ftrine concerning God that wc do in the 

Old. 
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Old. To the fcribc who inquired which 
was the firfl and the greatefl commandment^ 
our Saviour anfwered, Mark xii. 29. l^be 
firfi of all the commandments is. Hear, O 
Ifrael^ the Lord our God is one Lord, &c. 
apd the fcribc anfwcred to him. Well, Mnf^ 
ter, tbou baft /aid the truth ; Jor there is one 
God^ and there is none other but he, &c» 

Chrift himfetf always prayed to this one 
God, as his God and Father. He always 
fpake of himfelf as receiving his doctrine 
and his power from him, and again and 
again difclaimed having any power of his 
own, John v. 19. Then anjivered Jefus and 
Jaid unto them. Verily, verily, I fay unto you, 
the Son can do nothing of himfelf . Ch. xiv.io. 
She words which I f peak unto you, Ifpeak not 
of my fe If, but the Father that dwelleth in me, 
he doth the works. Ch. xx. 17. Go to my 
brethren^ and fa^ unto them, I afcend unto my 
Father^ and your Father, and unto my God 
and your God. It cannot, furely, be God 
that ufes fuch language as this. 

The apoflles, to the lateft period of their 
writings, fpeak the fame language -, repre- 
fenting the Father a$ the only true God, 

and 
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and Chrift as a man, the fervant of God^ 

who raifed him from the dead» and gave 

him all the power of which he is poflefled^ 

as a reward of his obedience^ Ad ii. 22, 

Peter fays, Te men oflfrael^ bear tbefe words^ 

J ejus of Nazaretbj a man approved of God 

among you^ by miracles ^ and wonders ^ andjigns^ 

which God did by him^ &c. whom God has 

raifed up. Paul alfo fays, 1 Tim. ii. v. 

^bere is one God^ and one mediator between 

€jFod and men^ the man Chrift Jefus. Hcb, 

&i. 9* tf^e fee Jefus ^ who was made a little 

^wer than the angels^ u e. who was a man^ 

lor the f offering of deaths crowned with glory 

nd honour^ &c. For it became him for whom 

re all things , and by whom are all things^ in 

ringing many fons unto glory ^ to make the 

captain of their falvat ion perfedl through fxxf^ 

^erings. 

Suchy I will venture to fay, is the ge* 
Jicral tenor of the fcriptures, both of the 
Old and the New Teftament; and the 
paflagcs that ^vtnfeem to fpeak, or that can 
by any forced conftrudlion be made to fpeak, 
a different language, arc comparatively few. 
It will alfo be feen, in the courfe of this 

hiftory. 
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hiflory, that the common people, for whofe 
ufe the books of the New Teftament were 
written, faw nothing in them of the doc- 
trines of the pre-exiftcnce or divinity of 
Chrift, which many perfons of this day arc 
fo confident that they fee in them. For 
the right undcrftandihg of thefe particular 
texts, I muft refer my readers to the writ- 
ings of Mr. Lihdfey, and tp a fmall tradt 
which I publiflied, entitled, Illujlrations of 
f articular pajfages of Scripture. 

Why was not the dodtrine of the irinity 
taught as explicitly, and in as definite 9 
manner in the New Teflament at leaft, as 
the doftrine of the divine unity is taught in 
both the Old and New Teflaments, if it 
be a truth ? And why is the dodlrine of 
the unity always delivered in fo unguarded 
a manner, and without any exception made 
in favour of a trinity, to prevent any 
miftake with refpedt to it, as is always now 
done in our orthodox catechifms, creeds, 
and difcourfes on the fubjcdl ? For it can- 
not be denied but that the dodtrine oTthe 
trinity looks fo like an infringement of that 
pf the unity (on which the greateft poflible 

ftrefs 
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rfirefs is always laid in the fcriptures) that 
It required to be at lead hinted at, if not 
^%vell defined and explained, when the di- 
'vine unity was fpoken of. Divines are 
^:ontent, however, to build fo flrange and 
:£nexplicable a doctrine as that of the tri- 
xiity upon mere inferences from cafual ex- 
jpreffions, and cannot pretend to one clear, 
^exprefs, and unequivocal leiTon on the fub- 
eft. 

There are many, very many, paflages of 

Srripturc, which inculcate the dodtrine 

f the divine unity in the clearcH: &nd 

rongeft manner. Let one fuch paiTage be 

reduced in favour of the trinity. And 

hy fhould we believe things fo myfterious 

ithout the clearcft and moft cxprefs evi- 

ence. 

There is alfo another confideration which 

would recommend to thofe who main* 

Xain that Chrift is either God, or the 

xnaker of the world under God. It is this : 

The manner in which our Lord fpeaks of 

liimfelf, and of the power by which he 

Worked miracles, is inconfiftent, according 

to the common conftrudion of language, 

with 
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with the idea of his being poflefled of anjf 
proper power of his own^ more than other 
men have. 

If Chrift was the maker of the world, 
mnd jfy in the creation of it, he exerted no 
power but what properly belonged to bim^ 
Jelf^ and what was as much bis own^ as the 
power oi /peaking^ or walking belongs to 
man (though depending ultimately upon 
that fupreme power, in which we all livc^ 
and move^ and have our being) he could 
not^ with any propriety, and without know« 
ing that he muft be mifunderftood, have 
iaid that of bimfelf be could do nothings that 
the ivords which he Jpake were not his own, 
and that the Father within him did the works. 
For if any ordinary man, doing what other 
men ufually do, fhould apply this language 
to himfelf, and fay that it was not be that 
fpakc or adted, but God who fpake and 
•Add by him, and that otherwife he was 
not capable of fo fpeaking or ading at all, 
wo ihuuld not fcruple to fay that his Ian- 
|^\m£e waa either fophiftical, or elfe down- 
i^kt falfe or blafphemoos. 



If 
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If this conclufibn would be juft upoa 
the fuppofition that Chrift had created all 
things^ and worked miracles by a power 
properly his own, tliough derived ultimately 
from God, much more force has it on the 
fuppoiition of his working miracles by a 
power not derived from any being what-* 
ever, but as much originally in bimfelf^ as 
the power of the Father. 

It would alfo be a (hocking abufe of 
language, and would warrant any kind of 
deception and impofition, if Chrift could 
be fuppofed to fay, that his Father was 
greater than be, and yet fecretly mean his 
human nature only, while his divine na-> 
tare was at the fame time, fully equal to 
that of the Father. On the fame prin- 
ciple a man might fay, that Chrift never 
fuffered^ that he never died, or rofc again 
from the dead, meaning his divine nature 
only, and not his human. Indeed, there, 
is no ufe in language, nor any guard againft 
deception, if fuch liberties as thefe are to 
be allowed. 

There is fomething inexplicable, and not 
to be accouated for in the condudl of feve-> 

ral 
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ral of the evangelifts, indeed that of all of* 
them, on the fuppofition of their having 
held any fuch doctrines as thofe of the di- 
vinity or pre-exiftence of Chrift. Each of 
the gofpels was certainly intended to be a 
fufficient inftrudion in the fundamental 
principles of chriftianity. But there is 
nothing that can be called an account of 
tho divine, or even the fuper-angelic na- 
ture of Chrift in the gofpels of Matthew, 
Mark, or Lukc; and allowing that there 
may be fome colour for it in the introduc- 
tion to the gofpel of John, it is remarkable 
that there are many paffiges in his gofpel 
which are decifively in favour of his fimple 
humanity. 

Now thefe evangelifts could not imagine 
that cither the Jews or the Gentiles, for 
whofc ufe their gofpels were written, would 
not ftand in need of information on a fub« 
jedt of fo much . importance, which was 
fo very remote from the apprehenfions of 
them both, and which would at the fame 
time have fo efFe(3:ually covered the re- 
proach of the crofs, which was continually 
objeded to the chriftians of that age. If 

the 
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the dodrines of the divinity, or prc-cxift- 
cnce of Chrift be true, they arc no doubt 
ia the higheft degree important and in- 
tcrefHng. Since, therefore, thefe evangelifts 
give no certain and diftin£t account of them, 
and fay nothing at all of their importance^ it 
may be fafely inferred that they were un- 
known to them. 

I would farther recommend it to the 
cottfideration of my readers, hojv the apoftles 
could continue to call Chrifl a man^ as they 
always do, both in the book of A(fls, and in 
their epiftles, after they had difcovered him 
to be either God, or a fuper-angelic being, 
the maker of the world under God. After 
this, it muft have been highly degrading, 
unnatural, and improper, notwithftanding 
his appearance in human form. Cuftom 
will reconcile us to ftrange conceptions of 
things, and very uncouth modes of fpeech ; 
but let us take up the matter ab initio^ and 
pot ourfelves in the place of the apoftles 
and firft difciples of Chrift. 

They certainly faw and converfed with 

iim at firft on the fuppofition of his being a 

man as much as themfelves. Of this there 

Vol. I. C can. 
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can be no doubt. Their furprize, there- 
fore, upon being informed that he was not 
a man, but really God, or even the maker 
of the world under God, would be juftas 
great as ours would now be on difcovering 
that any of our acquaintance, or at leaft a 
very good man and a prophet, was in reality 
God, or the maker of the world. Let us 
confider then, how we fhould feel, how wc 
fliould behave towards fuch a perfon, and 
how we fliould fpeak of him afterwards* 
No one, I am confident, would ever call 
any perfon a ma?!^ after he was convinced 
he was either God^ or an angel. He would 
always fpeak of him in a manner fuitablc to 
his proper rank. 

Suppofe that any two men of our ac- 
quaintance, fliould appear, on examination^ 
to be the angels Michael and Gabriel ^ 
fhould we ever after this call them men ? 
Certainly not. We fliould naturally fay to 
our friends *' thofe two perfons whom we 
** took to be men, are not men, but angels 
** in difguife." This language would be 
natural. Had Chrift, therefore, been any 
thing more jhan man before he came into 

the 
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the world, and efpecially had he been either 

God, or the maker of the world, he never 

could have been, or have been confidered 

as being, a man, while he was in it ; for 

he could not diveft himfelf of his fuperior 

and proper nature. However difguifed^ he 

would always in fadt have been whatever he 

had been before^ and would have been fo 

jiAtd by all who truly knew him. 

Lcaft of all would Chrifl have been con- 
fidered as a man in reafoning^ and argu-^ 
tnentaiion, though his external appearance 
fliould have fo far put men off their guards 
as to have led them to give him that appel- 
lation. Had the apoftle Paul confidered 
Chrift as being any thing more than a man, 
with refped: to his nature, he could never 
have urged with the leaft propriety or effeft, 
that, as by man came death, fo by man came 
(dfo the refurre£lion of the dead. For it 
might have been unanfwerably replied. This 
is not the cafe ; for indeed, by man comes 
death, but not by man, but by God, or the 
creator of man, under God, comes the re- 
farrcdion of the dead. 

Cz It 
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It mufl (Irike every perfon who gives the 
lead attention to the phrafeology of the 
New Teftament, that the' terms C&rifi Bnd 
God^ are perpetually ufed in contradiftinAion 
to each other, as much as God and mani 
and if we attend ever fo little to the theory 
of language, and the natural ufe of words, 
we fhall be fatisfied that this would not have 
been the cafe, if the foriher could have been 
predicated of the latter, that is, if Chrift 
had been God. 

We fay the prince and the king, becaufe 
the prince is not a king. If he had, we 
fhould have had recourfe to fome other 
diftinftion, as that of greater and lejs, feniar 
zndi junior y fat her zndjbn, &c. When there- 
fore the apoftle Paul iaid, that the church 
at Corinth was Chriji's, and that Chrifi wai 
God's (and that manner of difUnguifhing 
them is perpetual in the New Teftament) 
it is evident, that he could have no idea of 
Chrift being God^ in«any proper fenfe of 

« 

the word. 

In like manner, Clemens Romanus, call- , 
ing Cbrijl the fceptreof the Maiefty ofGod^ ' 
• 1 fufiiciently ' 
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iufficiently proves that. In his idea, the 
fceptre was one thing, and the God whofe 
fceptre it was, another* This, I fay, muft 
have been the cafe when this language was 
firft adopted, though when principles are 
once formed, we fee, by a variety of expe- 
rience, that any language may be accommo-^ 
dated to tllem. But an attention to this 
circumftance will, I doubt not, contribute, 
with perfons of real difcernment, to bring 
Qs back to the original ufe of the words, 
tnd to the ideas originally annexed to them. 
I am perfuaded that even now, the conflant 
ufe of thefe terms Cbrift and God^ as op- 
pofed to each other, has a great efFed in 
preventing thofe of the common people 
who read the Ne*^r Teftament more than 
books of controverfy, from being habitually 
Wd pradlically trinitarians. There will, by 
this means, be a much greater difference 
between God and Chriji in their minds, than 
they find in their creeds^ 

All thefe things duly confidered, viz. the 
frequent and earneft inculcating of the doc- 
trine of the divine unity ^ without any limi- 
tation, exception, or explanation, by way 

C3 of 
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of faving to the dodlrinc of the trinity ; the 
manner in which Chrift always fpakc of 
himfelf. and that in which the apofUes and 
evangelilh fpake of him ; the condudt of 
the three former evangelifls^ in faying no- 
thing that can be conftrucd into a declara- 
tion of his divinity or pre-exiflcnce ; and 
the term God being always ufcd in contra- 
diftinftion to Chrijl^ no reafonablc doubt 
can remain of the general tenor of Scripture 
being in favour of the doftrine of the ^/r- 
vine unity ^ in oppofition to that of the 
trinity^ and even to that of the pre-exiftenfc^ 
as well as the divinity of CbrijK 
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SECTION IL 

An Argument for the late Origin oftlje Doc* 
trines of the Divinity and Pre^exijience of 
Chrijlj from the Difficulty of tracing the 
^ime in which they were fir Ji divulged^ 

TT AVINQ fliewn that the general tenor 
of the fcriptures, and fcveral confidera- 
tions Qbvioufly dcducible from them are 
highly unfavourable to the doiSrine of the 
trinity, or to thofe of the divinity or pre^ 
exijlence of Chrift^ 1 (hall proceed to urge 
another confideration, which has been little 
attended to, but whjch feems to conclude 
very ftrongly againft either of thefe doc-r 
trines having been known in the time of 
the apoftles, and therefore againft their be* 
ing the doctrine of the fcriptures. 

As the Jews expedted that their Mefliah 
would be a mere man^ and even be born as 
other men are, the dodlrine of his having 
had any exiftence, or fphcre of adtion, be- 
fore he came into the world (as that of his 

C /^ havin 
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having been the maker of the world, the 
giver of the lavtr, and the medium of all the 
divine communications to the patriarchs, and 
efpecially the dodtrine of his being equal 
to God the Father himfelf ) muft have beea 
quite new and extraordinary doctrines 5 and, 
therefore, mu ft have been received as'fuch, 
whenever they were firft divulged. Like 
all other new and extraordinary dodlrines, 
they muft have been firft heard with great 
furprize^ and they would probably be re- 
ceived with feme doubt and befitation. The 
preaching of fuch dodtrines coqld not but 
txcit^ mMch /peculation and debate^ and they 
would certainly be mugh exclaimed againft, 
and would be urged as a moft ferious ob« 
jedion to chriftianity, by thofe who did 
not become chriftians. Thefe have always 
been the confequences of the promulga-- 
tion of new and extraordinary opinions, the 
minds of men not having been previoufljr 
prepared to receive them. Let us now feo 
whether we can perceive any of thefe na-» 
tural marks of the teaching of doctrines fo' 
Bew and extraordinary within the compafs 
of the gofpel hiftory^ 

It 
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It cannot be faid that John the Baptift 
preached any fuch doftrine ; and when the 
apoftles firft attached themfelves to Jcfus, 
it is evident they only confidered him as 
being fuch a Mefliah as the reft of the 
Jews expeftcd, viz. a man, and a king. 
When Nathanael was introduced to him it 
was evidently in that light, John i. 45. 
Fbilip Jindeth Nathanael and faith unto bim^ 
we have found him of whom Mofes in the * 
law and the prophets did write ^ J^f^ ^f ^^• 
zareth^ the Son of Jofeph. He had then, 
we may fuppofe, no knowledge of the mira- 
culous conception. 

That Jefus was even the Mefjiah^ was 
divulged with the greateft caution, both to 
the apoftles and to the body of the Jews. 
For a long time our Lord faid nothing ex- 
plicit on this fubjedt, but left his difciples, 
as well as the Jews at large, to judge of 
him from what they faw. In this manner 
only, he replied to the melTengers that John 
the Baptift fent to him. 

If the high-prieft exprefled his horror, 
by rending his cloaths, on Jefus avowing 
himfclf to be the Meiliah, what would he 

have 
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haye done if he had heard or fufpcfted, that 
he had made any higher pretenfions ? And 
if he had made them, they muft have tranf*- 
pired. When the people in general faw 
his miraculous works, they only wondered 
that God fhould have given fuch power 
unto a man. Matt, ix, 8* When the multi" 
iude faw it^ they marvelled y and glorified God^ 
nvho had given fuch power unto men j and yet 
this was on the occafion of his pronouncing 
the cure of a paralytic perfon, by faying, 
*Thyfins be forgiven thee, which the Pharifees 
thought to be a blafphemous prefumption. 
At the time that Herod heard of him, 
it was conjeftured by fome that he was 
Ellas J by others, that he was the prophet^ 
and by fome that he was John rifcn from 
the dead j but none of them imagined that 
he was either the moft high God himfelf, 
or the maker of the world under God, It 
was not fo much as fuppofed by any perfon 
that Jefus performed his mighty works by 
any power of his own ; fo far were they 
from fufpefting that he was the God who 
Jiad fpoken to them by Mofes, as many novf 
fuppofchim to have been. 

If 
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If he was known to be a God at all be« 
fore his death, it could only have been re* 
vealed to his difciples, perhaps the apoftles^ 
or only his chief confidents among them^ 
Peter, James, and John, fuppofe on the 
mount of transfiguration, though nothing 
is faid concerning it in the hiftory of that 
tranfadion. Certainly what they faw in 
the garden of Gethfemane could not have 
Jed them to fufpedt any fuch thing. But 
if it had ever been known to Peter, can wc 
fuppofe that he could have denied him as 
he did ? Befides, as our Lord told the 
apoftles that there were many things which 
he could not inform them of before his 
de^th, and that they fjiould know afterwards; 
thi3 was a thing fo very wonderful and 
unfufpeded, that if any articles of informa- 
tion were kept from them at that time, thij 
muft certainly have been one of them. 

If it be fuppofed that Thomas was ac- 
, quainted with this moft extraordinary part 
of his maAer's charafter, which led him to 
cry, My Lord and my God, when he was 
convinced of his refurredtion^ as he was 
i)9t one of the three who had been entrufted 

with 
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with znyfecrets^ it muft have been known 
to all the twelve y and to Judas Ifcariot 
among the reft. * And fuppofe him to have 
known, and to have believed, that Jefus 
was his God and maker^ was it pofiible 
for him, or for any man, to have formed a 
deliberate purpofe to betray him (Peter, it 
may be faid, was taken by furprize, and wa^ 
in perfonal danger) or if he had only heard 
of the pretenfion, and had not believed it^ 
would he not have made fome advantage 
of that impofition, and have made the dif- 
covery of this, as well as of every thing clfc 
that he knew to his prejudice ? 

If it be fuppofed that the divinity of 
Chrifl was unknown to the apoflles till the 
day of Pentecoft; befides lofing the benefit 
of feveral arguments for this great dodlrine, 
which are now carefully colledled from the 
four evangelifts, we have no account of any 
fuch difcovery having been made at that 
time, or at any fubfequent one. And of all 
other articles of illumination, of much lefs 
confequence than this, we have diftin£t in- 
formation, and alfo of the manner in whiph 
they were impreflcd by *them. This is 

particularly 
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particularly the cafe with refpeft to the ex- 
teniion of the bleffings of the gofpel to 
uncircumcifed Gentiles. But what was 
this article to the knowledge of their maf- 
tcr, being the mod high God, or the 
maker of the world under God ? 

It might have been expected, alfo, that the 
information thata perfon whom the apoftlcs 
firft converfed with as a man, was either 
God himfelf, or the maker of the world 
under God, fhould have been received with 
fome degree oi doubt and befit atton^ by fbme 
or other of them j efpecially as they had 
been fo very hard to be perfuaded of the 
truth of his refurredion, though they had 
been io fully apprized of it before hand. 
And yet, in all the hiftory of the apoflles, 
there is the fame profound filence concern^ 
ing this circumftance, and every other de-> 
pending on the whole fcheme, as if no 
fuch thing had ever had any exiftence. 

If the dodtrinc of the divinity of Chrift 
had been adually preached by the apoflles, 
and the Jewifh converts in general had ' 
adopted it, it could not but havd been well 

known to the unbelieving Jews « Aad would 

they, . 
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they, who were at that time, and have been 
ever iince, fo exceedingly zealous with re- 
fpedl to the doctrine of the divine unity, 
not have taken the alarm, and have urged 
this objection to chriftianity, as teaching 
the belief of more Gods than one in the 
apoilolic age ? And yet no trace of any 
thing of this nature can be perceived in 
the whole hiftory of the book of Adts^ 
or any where elfe in the New Teftament. 
As foon as ever the Jews had any pretence 
for it, we find them fufficiently quick and 
vehement in urging this their great objec- 
tion to chriftianity. To anfwer the charge 
of holding /wc?, or three Gods^ is a very 
confiderable article in the writings of feve- 
ral of the ancient chriftian Fathers. Why, 
then, do we find nothing of this kind in' 
the age of the apoftles ? The only anfwer 
is, that then there was no occafion for it, 
the dodlrine of the divinity of Chrift not 
having been ftarted. 

If we confider the charge that was ad- 
vanced againft Peter and John at the firft 
promulgation of the gofpel, we fhall find 
it amounts to nothing but their being dift 

turbers 
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luirbers of the people, by preacking in the 

name of Jefus. What was the accufation 

againft Stephen (A(fts vi. 1 3.) but his /peak-- 

ing blafphemous thirigs againft the temple and 

ibe law ? If we accompany the apoftic Paul 

in all his travels, and attend to his dif- 

courfes with the Jews in their fynagogues, 

and their perpetual and inveterate perfecu* 

tion of him, we fhall find no trace of their 

fo [much as fufpeding that he preached a 

new divinity f as the godhead of Chrift muft 

have appeared, and always has appeared to 

them. 

In A.D. 58, Paul tells the elders of the 
church of Ephefus (Ads xx. 27.) that he 
had not (hunned to declare unto them the 
V)hole counfelofGod. We may be confident, 
therefore, that if he had any fuch dodtrine 
to divulge, he muft have taught it in the 
three years that he fpent in that city, from 
54 to 57 ; and as the unbelieving Jews were 
well apprized of all his motions, having 
laid wait for him on this very journey to 
Jerufalem, they muft have been informed 
of' his having taught this dodtrine, and 
^vould certainly have carried the news o( it 

to 
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to Jerufalem^ where many of them attended 
as well as he^ at the enfuing feafl of Pente- 
coft. But if we attend Paul thither, where 
we have a very particular account of all the 
proceedings againft him, for the fpace of 
two years, we (hall find no trace- of any 
thing of the kind. All their complaints 
againfl him fell far fliort of this. 

What was the occaiion of the firft cla* 
mour againfl; him ? was it not (A£ts xxi.28} 
that be taught all mtn^ every nobert^ againfi 
thefeople^ andagainft the law^ and againft the 
temple^ and that be bad brought Greeks int$ 
it ? Is it not plain that they had no more 
ferious charges againft him ? If we read 
his fpeech to the people, his defence before 
Felix, and again before Agrippa, we (hall 
find no trace of his having taught any doc- 
trine fo ofFenfive to the Jews as that of the 
divinity of Chrift muft have been* Con* 
fidering the known prejudices, and the in- 
veteracy of the Jews, no reafonable nx^n 
need defire any clearer proof than this, that 
neither Paul, nor any of the apoftles, had 
ever taught the dodrine of the divinity of 
Chrift at that time ; and this was fo near 

the 
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the time of the wars of the Jews, and the 
dilperlion of that people^ that there was no 
opportunity of preaching it with cfFeft af- 
terwards. 

Is it pofiible to give due attention to 
thefe confiderations, and not be fenfible^ 
that the apoflles had never been inflrudted 
in any fuch doctrines as thofe of the divi- 
nity or pre-exiftence of Chrift ? If they 
had, as the do^rines were quite new^ and 
muft have appeared extraordinary^ we (hould 
certainly have been able to trace the time 
when they were communicated to them. 
They would naturally hive exprefled fome 
firfrize^ if they had intimated no doubt of 
the truth of the information^ If they re- 
ceived them with unfhaken faith them- 
ielves, they would have taught them to 
others, who would not have received them 
fo readily^ They would have had the 
doubts of fome to encounter, and the ob- 
jedions of others to anfwer. And yet, in all 
their hiftory, and copious writings, we per- 
ceive no trace of their own furprize, or 
doubts, or of the furprize, doubts, or ob- 
jedions of others. 
Vol. I* D Arians 
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Arians will think that the obfervations 
in this fci^ion do not apply with much 
force^ except to the doctrine of the pro- 
per divinity of Chrijl, their own dodtrine 

of the pre^txijlence of Chrift, and of his 
having been the maker of the world un- 
der Gody being familiar to their minds. 
But they fhould coniider that the Jews 
in our Saviour's time had never heard of 
any fuch being as they fuppofe Chrift to 
be ; and therefore they would have received 
the account of it with perhaps even more 
furprize than the doctrine ofGod himfelf^ 
having made his appearance in human form. 
In the Old Teftament there is no account 
of God having employed any fuch being as 
Chrifl in the making of the worlds and he 
fpake to the patriarchs either by angels, or 
fome temporary appearance, which may 
fometimes have been in the form of man. 

It is really fomething extraordinary, that 
this opinion, that Chrift was the medium 
of all the divine communications to man* 
kind under the Old Teftament difpenfation, 
(hould have been fo readily received, and 
have fpread fo generally as it did among 

chriftians^ 
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chriftians^ when it not only has no coun« 

tenance from fcripture, but is exprcflly con- 

tradidcd by the author of the cpiftlc to 

the Hebrews, in Heb. i* i. God njobo at 

fundry times ^ and in divers manner s^ [pake in 

time pajl unto the Fathers by tbe prophets, 

has in tbeje laft daysjpoken unto us by his Son. 

Again, chap, ii* 2, 3. If the word Jpoken by 

angels was Jiedfaji^ &c. how Jhall we efcape, 

if we negleSlfo great f ah at ion ; which at tbe 

yirft began to be Jpoken by the Lord. What 

can be more evident than that the writer 

of this epiflle had no idea of God having 

fpoken to mankind by his Son before the 

time of the gofpcl ? 

To the Jews, however, the Arian doc* 

trine muft have been more novel than that 

of the orthodox chriftians in the time of 

Juftin Martyr, and therefore, would pro* 

bably have been received with more fur- 

rize. It was that kind of orthodoxy which 

IS advanced by Juftin Martyr, that prc- 

•ed the way for the Arian dodlrinc, as 

I be feen in its proper place. 
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SECTION III. 

An Argument againjl the Divinity of Chrift^ 
from his not being the OhjeSl of Prayer. 

T T muft be acknowledged that the pro- 
per objeft of prayer is God the Fa^ 
ther, who is called the Jirft perfon in the 
trinity. Indeed^ we cannot find in the fcrip- 
tures either any precept that will authorize 
us to addrefs ourfelves to any other perfon, 
or any proper example of it. Every thing 
that can be alledged to this purpofe, as 
Stephen's fhort ejaculatory addrefs to Chrift, 
whom he had juft before feen in vifion, 
&c. is very inconiiderable. Our Saviour 
himfelf always prayed to his Father, and 
with as much humility and refignation as the 
mod dependent being in the univerfe could 
poilibly do; always addrefling him as bis 
Father^ or the author of his being ; and he 
direds his difciples to pray to the fame great 
being, whom only^ he fays, wf ought tofetv€. 
Had he intended to guard againil all mif- 
take on this fubjedt, by fpeaking of God 

1 as 
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as the author of his being in the fame fenfe 
in which he is the author of being to all 
men 9 he could not have done it more ex- 
prefHy than he has^ by calling him his Fa- 
ther and our Fatherj his God and our God. 
At the fame time he calls his difciples his 
brethren (John xx. 17) Go to my brethren^ 
ani fay unto tbem^ I afcend unto my Fatbtr 
and your Father^ and to my God and your God. 
Can. any perfon read this^ and fay that the 
unitarians vrefl the fcriptures, and are not 
guided by the plain feitfe of them ? 

Accordingly^ the praftice of praying to 
th6 Father only, was long univerfal in the 
cfariftian church. The Ihort addrefTes to 
Chrift, as thofe in the Litany, Lord have 
mtrcy upon us^ Chrift have mercy upon us^ 
being comparatively of late date. In the 
Clementine liturgy, the oldeft that is ex- 
tant, contained in the Apoftolical Conftitu- 
tions, which were probably compofcd about 
the fourth century, there is no trace of any 
foch thing. Origen, in a large trcatife on 
the fubjed: of prayer, urges very forcibly 
the propriety of praying to the Father only, 
^ not to Chrift ; and as he gives no hint 

D 3 that 
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that the public forms of prayer had any 
thing reprehenfible in them in that re- 
fpe£t, we are naturally led to conclude that» 
in his time, fuch petitions to Chrift were 
unknown in the public aflemblies of chrif- 
tians. And fuch hold have early eflablifhed 
cufloms on the minds of mcn» that^ ex- 
cepting the Moravians only, whofe prayers 
are always addreifed to Chrift, the general 
practice of trinitarians themfelves is to pray 
to the Father only. 

Now on whzx principk could this early 
and univerfal praSice have been founded ? 
What is there in the doctrine of a trinity 
confiding of three equal perfops, to entitle 
the Father to that diftindtioo, in preference 
to the Sm^ or the Spirit ? I doubt not but 
that^ confidering the thing ab initio^ a pro- 
per trinitarian would have thought that, 
fince, of thefe three perfons, it is the^- 
cond that was the maker of the worlds and 
that is the immediate governor of it, he is 
t|iat perfon of the three, with whom we 
have mod to dp ; and therefore he is that 
perfon to whom our prayers ought to be 
addrefled. This» I ihould think, would 

have 
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have been a natural conclufion^ even if Chrift 
had not been thought to be equal to the 
Father, but only the maker and the gover- 
nor of the world under him ; fuppofing 
him to have had power originally given 
him equal to the making and governing 
of it, as I have (hewn in my Difquifitions 
on matter and fpirit^ Vol. I. p»'376. For 
we fhould naturally look up to that being 
on whom we immediately depend, know- 
ing that it mufl: be his proper province 
to attend to us. 

If there fhould have been any ttsSon in 
the nature of things, though undifcover- 
able and incompreheniible by us, why the 
world fhould have been made, and fup- 
ported, by fome being of communicated 
and delegated authority, rather than by the 
felf-exiftent and fupreme being himfelf (and 
if the {%6t be fo, there mud have been fome 
good reafbn for it) that unknown reafon, 
whatever it be, naturally prefents this, de- 
rived being to us, as the proper objed of 
our prayers. 

But fuppofing this fecond perfon in the 
trinity to be our independent maker, gover-* 

D 4 nor 
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nor and final judge, the propriety of pray^ 
ing to him, and lo him exclufively, is fo 
obvious, that no confideration whateyer 
could have prevented the pradice, if fuch 
had been the real belief of the chriftian 
world from the beginning. That chriftians 
did not do fo at firft, but prayed habitually 
to the Father only, is^ therefore, with me 
almofl: a demonftration, that they did not 
confider Chrift in that light. Whatever 
they might think of him, they did not re* 
gard him as being a proper objed of wofr 
ihipt and confequently not as pofiefled of 
the attributes that are proper to conftitute 
him one^ and therefore not as truly God, 
The perfuaiion that he was truly God» and 
that God on whom we immediately depend, 
would unavoidably have drawn after it the 
habitual practice of praying to hiqi^^ aa it 
has at length efi^ed with refped to the 
Moravians i and in fpite of ancient cuftom, 
and againfl: all fcripture precept and ex* 
ample, the pradice has more or lefs prerr 
yailed with all trinitarians. Petrarch, wc 
.^nd by his letters^ generally prayed to 
Chrift i that pious treatife of Thomas-a« 

Kempis^ 
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KempiSy on the imitation of Cbrijij confifls 
of nothing belides addreifes to him, and 
they compofe the greater part of the litany 
of the. church of England. 

When I was myfclf a trinitarian^ I re* 
member praying confcientioufly to all the 
three perfons without diftinAion^ only be- 
ginning with the Father; and what I myfelf 
did in the ferious fimplicity of my heart, 
when young, would, I doubt not, have 
been done by all chriftians from the begin* 
ning, if their minds had then been im« 
prefTed, as mine was, with the firm perfua- 
fion that all the three perfons were fully 
equal in power, wifdom,' goodnefs, omni* 
prefence, and all divine attributes. This 
argument I recommend to the ferious con* 
^deration of all trinitarians, as it is with 
me a fufficient proof, that originally Chrift 
was not confidered as a proper objeft of 
worftiip by chriftians, and confcquently 
neither as God, nor as the maker and go- 
vernor of the world under God. 

As this is a thing that relates to praSlice^ 
I fhould have imagined that, if each of the 
three perfons had been to be addreffed fe* 

paratcly. 
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parately^ wc ihould have been diftin£Uy 
informed concerning the circumftances in 
ivhich we were to pray to any one of them, 
and not to the Qthers; coniidering how 
difficult it muft be, from the nature of the 
thing, for mere men to diftinguifli the fe« 
parate rights of three divine perjbns. 

It has been faid by fome, that Chrift is the 
proper objefl; of prayer in the time of ex- 
ternal perfecution. But let us confider bow 
the fuppofition, or theory, correfponds to 
the hOi. For if it be not fupported by cor- 
refponding fa£ts, how ingenious, or probable 
foever it may feem to be a priori^ it muft 
fall to the ground. The apoftles and pri-- 
snitive chriftians certainly knew whether 
the Father, or the Son, was the more pro« 
per objed of prayer in the time of perfecu- 
tion. Let us fee then both what direSlions 
they gave, and alio what they themfelves 
adtually did in this cafe. 

The apoftle James, writing to chriftians 
in a ftate of perfecution, fays, ch. i. 2^ &c« 
My brethren^ count it all joy when ye fall into 
divers temptations^ or trials^ &c. If any of 
you lack wijdom^ let him ajk of God^ It cai^ 

hardly 
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hardly be faid that, in this he advifes them 
to apply to Chrifty or to the trinity for di« 
redtion in thefe circumftances. This hypo- 
thefis has no countenance either in the 
fcriptures, or in any chriflian writer before 
the council of Nice. For they all under- 
ftood the Father alone to be intended, when- 
ever mention is made of Go^abfolutely. 

Peter, writing to chriAians in the fame 
fituation, fays, i Pet. iv. 1 9. Wherefore^ let 
tbem that fuffer according to the will of God ^ 
cotumit tUfC keeping of their fouls to blm in 
i^ell^Joingf as unto a faithful creator. This 
is certainly meant of God the 'Father ; but 
more evidently muft we fo interpret i Pet. 
V. 10. Hhe God of all grace who has called us 
unto his eternal glory ^ by Chrifi Jefus^ after 
that ye have fuffer ed a while ^ make you per^ 
fiSf eftaili/h, frengtheuy fettle you. I do not 
find here, or any where elfe in the fcriptures, 
any diredlion to pray to Chrift in time of 
perfecution, or indeed, in any other circum* 
ilances. 

Let us now attend to fome particulars in 
the hiftory of the apoftles. When Herod 
|iad put to death James, the brother of 

John, 
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John^ and imprifoned Peter/ we read. Ads 
xii. 5. that prayer was made without ceafing 
cf the church unto God^ not to Chx\% for him. 
When Paul: and Silas were in prifon at Phi- 
lippi, wc read. Ads, xvi. 25. that thty /ung 
fraifes to God,' not to Chrift. And when 
Paul was warned of what would befal him 
if he went to Jerufalem, A£ts xxi. 1 4. he 
faid the will of the Lord he done. This, it 
muft be fuppofedy was meant of God the 
Father, becaufe Chrift himfelf ufed the 
fame language in this fenfe, when, praying 
to the Father/ he faid, Not my will^ but 
thine be done. 

Thefe, it may perhaps be faid, are only 
incidental circumftances, on which no great 
ftrefs is to be laid. But in A<^s iv. 24, &c« 
we have a prayer of fome length addreiied 
to God the Father,. at the very beginning of 
the perfecution of chriftians, when Peter and 
John had been examined before the high* 
prieft, and his court, and had been threat* 
cned by them. The whole of it is as fol- 
lows : And when they heard that, they lifted 
np their voice to God with one accord, and 
faid, Lordf thou art God^ who haft made beam 

"ven 
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ven and earthy and the fea^ and all that in 
tbem is : ^bo^ by the moutb of thy fcrvant 
Liavid, bafifaid^ *• Why did the heathen rage^ 
** and the people imagine vain things ? the 
** kings of the earth fiood up^ and the rulers 
*• were gathered together^ ^g^i^fi the Lord^ 
** and againfi his Chrift.'" For of a truth 
againji thy holy Child (or fcrvant) Jefus^ 
whom thou haft anointed^ both Herod and 
Pontius Filate^ with the Gentiles and the people 
of Ifrael were gathered together^ for to do 
*mbdtjbever thy band and thy council deter^ 
mined before to be done. And now, Lord^ 
behold their tbreatenings^ 4nd grata unto thy 
Jtroants^ that with all boldnefs they may 
Jpeak thy word^ by ftretcbing forth thy hand to 
heal, and that figns and wonders may be done 
by the name of thy holy Child (or fervant) 

Wc have now examined fome particulars 
both of the inJiruSions, and the examples oi 
fcripture, with regard to the proper objcft 
of prayer in time of perfecution 5 from 
which it appears, that even in this cafe^ 
we have no authority to pray to any other 
than that one God, to whom ChriH: himfeif 

prayed 
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SECTION IV. • . 

• ■ 

Of the Arguments, agamji the DoSlrine of the 

Trinity as implying a ContradiSlion. 

... • • 

T T has been fhewn that there id no fuch 
dodrine as that of the trinity ^In. the 
fcriptures^ but I yrxW now add that^ if. it 
had been found there, it would ha^e "been 
impoflible for a rcafonable man to believe 
it, as it implies a contradi^ion^ which no 
miracles can prove. 

I afk then, wherein does the Athanafian 
doArine of the trinity differ from a cOntra« 
didion ? It aflerts in effedt that nothing is , 
wanting to either the Father, the Son, or 
the Spirit, to- conftitute each of them truly 
and properly God^ each 'of them being equal 
in' eternity, and all divine perfedions ; and 
yet that thefe three are not tbrte Gods^ but 
only one God. They are therefore both 
one and many in the fame refpe£t, viz. in 
each being perfeSl God. This is certainly 

as much a contradiction, as ' to fay that 

■ 

Peter, James, and John, having each of ^ 

them 
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them every thing tha't is requifite to confti- 

. tute a complete man, are yet all together 

not ' three men, but only one man^ For the 

ideas- annexed to the. words God, or man, 

* " 

cannot make Xny difference jn the nature of 
the two propoiitions. After the council of 
Nice, there arc inftances of the dodrinc of 
the trifiitjr* being explained in this very man-* 
ncr; , The Fathers of that age being parti- 
cularly intent on prefcrving. the full equa^ 
liiy of the three perfons, entirely loft fight 
of their proper unity* And in what man- 
ner foever this dodtrine be explained^ one 
of thefe muft ever be facrificed to the other. 
, As perfpns are apt to confound themfelves 
witb the ufe of the words perjbn and ieing, 
I fliall endeavour to give a plain* account of 
. them. ■ 

The terpi being m^y he predicated of every 
thing, and therefore of each of the three 
perfons in the trinity." For to fay that Chrift, 
for inftance, is God,, but that there is no 
^cmg, no Jubftance, to which his attributes 
may be referred, were manifeftly abfurdj 
^d therefore when it is faid that each of 
. thefe perfons is by himfelf God, the raean- 
VoL. I. . -E . ihg 
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log mufl be, that ihi Fjrther^ fepsrately con- 
iidered, has a /^/;f§f, 'that the Son, feparately . 
confideredy has a beings and likewife, that . 
the Holy. Spirit^ fepv^tely confidelted, has 
a being, ' ' Here, then arc .no .left than three 
beings^ as well\as three ferfins^ and ^^hatcan " 
thcfo three beifigs b*c5 h\iVthree (jods^ with* 
out* fuppofing that "there are ^^ thrcfc tfo- 
" ordinate pcrfonS, or three Fathers,, thriec - . 
"Sons, or three Holy Ghofts ?'*" . 

•By the wofiis^beingj fnBJtance^ fubjlratum^ 
2cc;'we can .mean nothing tnore than the 
foundation, as it wefe, of properties, 9r ' 
fomething to which, in our idea, we refer 
all the .panticular attributes of. whatever ' 
• ' exifl$. In fadt, they are terms that may..b<t - 
predicated of every thing that is the fubjed: 
of thought or d^fcourfe, all the difcrimina- 
tion.bf things depending upon their-pecu*- .. 
liar 'properties. Sothat whenever,?the ^c;- 
perties ^xSqv^ we "fay thjit there i^a, corre-* 
fponding 'difference i/i the things^ beings^ pr *' 
Jubftances t\\tti\it[ycs. • Confequently, if the ' 
Father, Son, and Spirit, differ .in any re- 
■ fpedt, ib as to ha^'e different properties, 
cither in relation to themfelves, or to other 

. » beings,".* 
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■ 

beings, we ^muft, adcorcling to the Analogy 
. of all language, fay that they are three dif« 

. ferent beings, or fabftances. 

Suppoiing again, that there Is an identity 
of attributes in each of them, fo that, bein? 

' confidefed one after .the other, no difference 
fhoald be perceived in them^ even in idea, 
(as may 'be. f ugpofed to' be the cafe of three 

. *xneri, .w)io. {hould perfeAly-- referable one 
another ii) all external and internal proper- 
ties) and fuppofihg^ moreover, that there 
ihould^ be a perfedt coincidence in all their 
thoughts and adtions'; though theri mi'^hc 

. be a ^txi^^^ harmony among them, and this 
might be. called unitj[y they would flill be 

• numerifoHy thrfe. Gonfequently, though 
the Father, Sen, and Spirit had no real 
differences;- but, as. Has beqn faid, they had 

• ••'the -moft perfca identity of nature, the 
*** moft entire' unity of will, and confent of 

*' intelle<^, and an irtceffant co-operation in 
** the cxertloh of 'common powers, to a 
" common purpqfe," yet would they, ac- 
cbrding to the analogy of language, not be 
m God^ but 'three Gods ; or which is the 
&me thing, they would be three heingSj with 

E 2 equal 
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cquul divine natures^ juft as the, three men 
would be three beings, with ctjuat human . 

natures. " . 

The term iei^g^ as I have obfcrvcd,' triBj 
he predicated of every thing without dif- 
tindlion; but the term ftr/on, is limited. 
to intelligent beings. Three men,, thjflrc- 
fore, are not only three beings but likewife 
three perfons ; the former is thc^geaus, and " 
the latter the Jpecies. But z per/on is not the 
lefs a l^eing on this account ; for each man 
may be faid to be a being, as well as a per- 
fon. Confequently, tfiough the word /rr- 
/on be properly applied to 4ach of the three 
component jparts of the trinity, yet zspfrfon 
is a Jpecies^ comprehended under the genud 
beings they muft be three bcihgs^ as well a$ 
three p'erfons. . " 

The term GoJ^ is a fub-divlfion under thf ■ 
term per/on^ becaufc we define God tor be' 
•* an intelligent being, pofleffed of all pof- 
** fible perfeftions." Cbnfequehtly, if the 
Father, 8on, and Spirit, ht each of them 
pofleffed of all poflibk perfedlions, which 
is not denied, they are each of them aper^ 
fofiy each of them a bcingy and each of them 

a God y 
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fi,Godt ^tid what is this but makino^ three 

JSods. ' Jupi any trioitariaa a^void (his con- 

dniign from ttiefe principles, or aHume 

Qfeltec .printipks more juil and natural, if 

.Jic can. i . ■ 

" Thifi defiiiitip'Q ' <)f the wprd ierfon. ns 
• ' . • . J. tj ' 

^ppliedto^thedcuSxioc of the trinity, will 
•perkaps .be .obje^^d to; but if any other 
definition ^j^e given, I will veature to afiert, 
'Askt it might as well be faid that the Fa- 
.ther. Son, and Spirit, are three Abracada^ 
4na*s^ as three perfons.^ They will be equally 
wotds without meaning. ' 

It has been f^id,. that '* tlie pcrfonal exift- 
•*.cfacc of a divine logos is implied in the 
^* very idea of .a God, and that the argu- 
^' ment reds pn a principle which was com- 
*' mon ' to all the Platonic rathcrs, and 
' ** -fcems to he founded in fcripturc, that 
".the fexiftence of the Son flows ncceflarily 
** from the divine iritelleft exerted on itfelf, 
** from the 'Father's contemplation of his 
** own perfeftions. But as the Father ever 
.** was, his perfedlions have ever been, and 
** his intellect has ever been adlivc. Eat 
^^ pcrfedlions which have ever been, thr, 

E 3 *^ cv: • 
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*^ ever adive intelleft muft.ever have cojin ' 
*^ templated ; and. the oontemplatiof> whicl^ . 
*^ has ever been muft cvftr have becn-ac-* 
^* companied with its. Juft.efFeA, the per« 
** fonal exiftence of the'. Son/'* . * . . / 
But, there is nothing in' the fcriptures^ or 

S I • • • 

indeed in the Fathers, that gives any courir 
tenance to this, reafbning. ^s we'cannot 
pretend to draw any concluiions from the 
njCceiTary operations of one mind, *but from 
their fuppofed analogy to thx>fe of other 
min^s, that is, pur own, thofe who maihr.. 
tain this 'hypothefis, muft explain tb us 
how it comes to pafs^ that^f the contemp- 
lation of the drvine pcrfeftions * of the Fai- 
th$r, -neccffarily produced a- diftinft perfon' 
in him, fully equal to himfelf, a man's con« 

templation of fuch perfediions or 'powers, 

• _^ " • ' , 

as he is pofTefTed of, mould not produce' 

* ■* • 

another intelligent perfon fully ej^ual.to 
himfelf, . • 

It will perhaps be faid (though there is 
nothing to authorize it) that the impoffi- ^ 
bility of producing this in man, is the 
imperfedtion of his faculties, or his limited - 
power of contemplating them. But to cut 

. oiF 
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ifff tliat fu(>jcrfuge» I will afk why the con* 
tcmplationof the $on's perfedions, which 

*are ruppofed to* be fully equarA thofe of 
the F.ather, and whofe energy of contempla- 

. tion . muft I^kewife t)e fuppofed equal to 
that, of the Father, does, not prpduce an- 
other ' intellfgent being tqual to hlmfelf^ 
and why are pot perfdns in the Godhead in 
l;hi$ ' manner multiplied (ad jnfinitum ? 
. If, for'any-incomgrehenfible reafon, this' 
myfteridus power of •general ion be peculiar' to 
the Father, why. does it not ftill operate ? 
Is he not an unchjuigeable being, the fame 
now that he was frqm the beginning, his 
perfections the fame, and his power of con- 
* templating them the fame ? Why then are 
not more fons produced ? Is he become 
«>or0«, iQycapable of this generation, as the 
' orthodox Fathei;^ fifed to afk ; or does it de- 
pend upon his will and pleafure whether he 
will exert this power of generation ?^ If fo, 
is not the 'Son as much % creature^ depend- 
ing on the will of the creator, as any thing 
cKc produced by him, though in another 
manner ; 'and this whether he be of the 
fame fubjiance {j^iiMt^ with bin^ or not ? 

E4 * Ifhpuld 
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I'ihould alfolike to 'know in .^hat manV 
• • • ■ 

titT the Jthird pcrfon .in the trirtky wa? 

produced ' Was it by tbc j{>int exertion of* 

' the two fifft, in the contcmpkitibn of. their 

ycfpeftivc perfcitiorts*? , tf fo, xvby doc?. 

not the fame opordti'on 4ti 'Chem produce 1^ 

fourth, &t. &c.'iKc. • 

• * • 
Admitting, 'however^ »fbis*fl;rflngQ abcouttt 

of the gerferation Of *the 'trinity^ (equal in 
VibAirdity tb any fhiffg^in*thc Jewifli cabala) 
viz. that thte perfOtfal exiftencc of ' <he Soq 
tiecefTarily flows frbm "^the intelleft of the 
Tather exerted on itfelf; ♦'It Certainly implies 
tinrirtudl JDrwr//y, or Jitp^rhrfty in thfel^^ither 
jvith tefptdt to ^the'Son ; and ^6 'being can 
'be propedy God, who ha^ any fuperior, 
^n fliprt, 'this fchcme.efFeaually.oTtjturtis 
^he doyffrinebf' the 'proper e^mlityf ''as wdlj 
as the xinity of ^thc * three, perfons in thQ * 
|.rmity. • 
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SECTION V? 

Of the Nature xf the, Aridn Hypothefu^ and 
of the Vroqf which is necejary to make if 
credible. • 

'Tp H E dodlrine of the trinity may be fc- 

■ duced, as has been fhewn, to a proper 

roniradiStion J or a mathematical impofli- 

•bility, which is incapable of prooft-cvcn by 

tnirades. This cannot be faid of the -^r/tf« 

• • • 

hyftihifis. Becaufc, for any thing that wc 
certain}y know, God might have created . 
one being of fuch extraordinary power, a? ' 
Ihould make it unneceflary for him to exert • 
^ny more creative power; fo that all that 
^remained of creation might be delegated to^ 
that great derived 'being. But it is highly ' 
improbable that this fhould have been this 
cafe. And the more improbable, a priori'j * 
any propofition is, on account of its want 
. of analogy to' other propofitions, the truth 
of whicJh is admitted, the clearer and 
ftronger evidence we rfequire before .we 
gWe our^flent to it. This improbability 

• may 



*\ 



/ • 



^5^ ^^g^^^^ts againft the- . 

• ■ ■ 

may be fo great, as to approach very nearly 
to an impbflibility. At leaft the impreflion - 
made upon the mind will hardly be diftin- 

\giiifhed in the two cafeS, and* the* refiftance 

■ 

to affent (ha^l be, in a manner, as great in 
the one as in the other. Confequently, 
though the doiftrine be not ipcapable of proof 
by miracles, yet it will be neceflaiy that 
the propofition which contains it, be vecy 
clearly exprefledy-that the mjracles aUedge4 
in fupport of it be well authenticated, and 

that the connexion betweeh" the miracles 

• • 

and the propofition be very plarticulafly 

eftablilhed*. Let us now coniider i^hether 

•■ 

.• •. ; this be <he cafe with refpedl to the Arian 
' , dodtrine. 

1. There is fomething in the do^rinp 

itfelf,^ which, if we wer^ .not accu/^qme^ 

• to it,^ \yould appear exceedingly revolting. 

Such, certainly, is the idea of any being in 

• • -human form, who was born, ^cew up, and 

died like other men ;' requiring the re- 

■ frefhment.^ of food, reft, and fleep, fee* 

haying been the maker, and while b^ was 

'on- earth, anci'aflcep, the fugporter and' go*- • 

vernor of the world. Had fudi an opi- 

' ' ... 

■ •• mon 
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nion been firft propofed in the prefent- 

- Aate of philofophyy. it ^ould "have been 
njefted withoot farther examination « 

Thflt Chrift emptied himfclf of his fof I, ' 
mer glory and power, and did not fuflain 
the world during his abode on earth, is 
quite a modern* opinion ; and, on that 'ac- 
count* only, can never, be received as the 
original and genuine dodrine of chrif- 
tianity. Befides, this hypothefis is of itfelf 
as improbable as the other. For it may 
reafonably be* afked, ' Who fupplibd the 
place of Chrift in the government of the 
worlds 'when his office was fufpended .? 'If . * 
. the fupVeme Being himfelf undertook it, •' " 
"what reafon can there be imagined why he , 
Should not himfelf, have always done it? 
And yet, if there was a reafon,* in the 
nature of things, v^hy this work fhould • 
be* done by another, and ncft by the fu* 
premcBeihg himfelf, that reafon rauft havc^ • 
fubfifted while Chnft was on earth as wdl' 

- 'as before. But the Arian hypothefis pro- ; 

vides no other created being,, of rank .and 
power equal tp'that of Chrift, to undertake 
his office 'when he fhould be difkbled . from 

• ' diicharging 
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difcharging it. A contradLftion is hardly 
more revolting 'to the mind than the im- 
probabilities attc::ding fuch a fcheme as 
tliis. * . 

2. It is obvious to remark, that the Arian 
hypothelis is no where clearly cxpreffcd in 
the fcripturc^, and much lofs is it repeated 
fo often, and fo much ilrcls laid upon it, u 
its natural magnitude required. The Old 
Teftament, it is allowed, contuns no fuch 
dodrine as that of God having made tlw 
world 'by the inftrumentality of any inter- 
mediate being ; and yet, as we bave there 
the hiftory of the creation, and as the doc- 
.^rine of one God having' made the hraveiu 
and the earth is frequently repeated in the 
feveral becks of it, it plight have been ex- 
pefted that, if there had been fuch a being 
as the Arians fuppofe Cljrill to be, and 
he hr.d made' the world by the direftion of 
the fupreme being, fome mention - would 
have been made of it tberet that being its 
natural and psopec place. 

3. -The doftrine of Chrift having made 

le world hasrno connexion with the great 

id dbvloiut dcfign of -the miHlon of aAy 

'__ ■ • .■ of 
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«f the prophets- in-generaU pr that of Chrift 

and -the apoftles in particolar. The. great 

. . obje^l of the whole fcheme fsi revelation 

.was- to teach men how to.liye here, io as to 

• ■ * 

be happy hereafter, and the particular doc- 
trifles' which we are • taught, as having a 
connexion with* this great, objedt, arc thofe 
fcf the unity of God, his univerTal prefence . 
and infpedtion, his plaaabxiity fo repenting., 
fiinyers^ and- the certainty of a refurreAion 
to a life of cctribution after deatlj. • Thefe' •' 
dofibrines occur perpetually in' the dif- • 
courfes and writirfgs' of the prophets, of 
the cvangelifts-, and of the apoftles ; and* 
the niiracles which they -wrought* have fo 
evident a connexion with thefe dodlrines, 
that It is< impoilible. to admit their divine 
Biiiiioiv without receiving them. 

©n the other, hand, the dodtrin« of there 
being fuch a fuper-angelic fpirit as the 
^rian logos,' the ihaker and govetnor of all 
things under the fupreme God, has no con- 
nexion with the doftrines above mentioned. 
• • 

. It may he true or falfe altogether unde- 

■ dependent of them. It does not, therefore, 

follow that, '.admitting that fuch had been 

1 . the 
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; the private opinion* of tliore perfons ivhd 
were divinely, iiifpif^d, ^ncj impowercd* to ' 
. . work miraqtes, that their infpiration,' or • 

their miracles, ^otrid give any fandlion to . 
;^ this particular doftrpe^ •fheif infpiration 
. • ^ and. miracles relating to another diftinft 
objedy and not ^tQ this. ;And it mud be 
• ^okbow^iedged; -that a prophet Tvho has re^' 
• *\ -ceived no inArudtion ixofd .God relating to 
"arfy^ particular lubjeft, may be as. ngiueh ' 
\ xniftakcil with relpedt to . it z% any other 
' perfon whatever. • • 

Now, coniidering thdt..no fuch dodrine 

; "iis that of there being ^ fubordinate maker 

of the wfirld was taught by Mofes, or any 

of the ancient prophets, and •that Chrift 

• 

himfelf, as -it muft be .allowed, tai^ght no 
fuch dodlrine (though he himfelf be fup* 
pofed to* have been that very perfon) had 
it 'been advanced by the apoftles, thcif 
auditors,, who admitted their duthopity. in 
' .ether, things, might very reafoirably have 
.demanded a diftindl proof of an additional 

do&rfhe^ fo very D'^w and ftrange, and fo uit-* . 

• ■• . • , 

V conncfted with their other teaching, as this • 
Mras. They might havtf faid^ •" We admit . ; 

. '' tliat 



> • 



• « 









Divinity or Pre^exijhnce'of Chrift. 6^ ■ 

^* that Jefus is the'Mefliah j we acknov^lcdge . 
•* that herofc froift the -dead, and we believe 
• •* that .he will come ^again to-jraife all the 
/* dead, and to judge'the worjd; but this 
** dodtrinc of Chrift having made theVorld 
•' is quite another thing. It was nortaijght 
/* by Mofcs, or 'by Ghrift. an4 therefore, 
*' we cannot seceive it except upoa new/aiid . 
•* independent evidence. WHat. miracles 
• **ilo ypu work in order to fhew that you 
" •* arc comniiffioned to teach /^foVdoftrine ?"' •* * 
Now,. as it is not pretended that there are • 
any miracles particularly adapts to prove 
that Chrift made and fupports the world,. 
I do not fee that we are under any obliga- - 
'• tion to believe it merely becaofe it was an 
• . opinion held, by an a^oftle. 

4* The doftrine of Chrift having made ' * 
the' world, is not exprelftd by any of the • 
apoftles in a manner fo definite and clear, .or 
To repeatedly, as its magnitude naturally ri- 
quired. For the paflSiges iqi their writings 
from which it has been inferred that they 
.held this .opinion, are very few, and by no 
'" -means clear and exprefs to the purpofe. 
Had this doftrine been true, being of fo 

extraordinary 
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. extraordinary a nature, and fe much unliM 

to any thing that Jews' or chriftians had 

been taughf before, it would, no doabt^ 

when it wa§ firft^^fomulgated, have been 

delivered with the greateft diilin<Sne;l«, fo 

as to leave no uncertainty with refped tait; 

and unlefs it had been urged by the apoftles 
• '_ * ■ • 

. again and again, and with {)eculiar for%e 
and emphaOs, their auditory would naturally 
have iipagined that they only madq uic?of ' 
fome figurative forms of fpeech, and did not 
fcrigufly mean to advance a doftrine fo very 
remote from their former apprehenfions of 
things. 

But in" all the writings of the apoftles^ 
there are only four paflages from which it- 
has been pr.etended that, in their opinion^ . 
Chrift was the' maker of the world ; and in 
one of them no mention is made of Chrift* 
As they are fo very few, I fhall recite them 
all, that, my reajier may have the whole evi-» 
dence of this extraordinary doiftrinc.fakly 
before him. 

m 

Nt)' mention is made of this dodrine 'in 
any . book in the. New Teftament which 
was written before the imprifonment of 

Paul 
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Paul at Rome, A: D. 61 and 62, and then 

■ 

by this -one apoftle only. Writing to 
the Epheiians^ he fays (chi. iit^ g) to make 
all men fee what is the felkw/hip of the 
my fiery ^ which from fhe: beginning bf the 
world has been hid in: God^ who created all 
things by Jefus Chrifii This is only aa 
incidental expreflion at the clofe of a fen-» 
tence, the objed: of which w*as to teach 
fomething elfe ^ alfo both the tern>s crea^ 
tion, and all things, arc of very unccrtaia 
iignification, and therefore, may well be 
fuppofed to refer to what is figuratively 
called the new creation, or the reformation of 
the world. 

The fame apoftle, in the epiflJc to the 
CoUoflians (ch. i. 15) fays of Chrift, who is 
the image of the invifible God, thefirjl born of 
every creature. For by him were all things 
created, that are in heaven and that are in 
earth, vifible and invijible, whether they be 
thrones or dominions^ or principalities or powers. 
All things were created by him and for him, 
and he is before all things, and by hi/n all 
things confift ; and he is the head of the body, 
the church, who is the beginning, the firji^ 

Vol. I. F bom 
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hrnfrom the dead^ that In all things he might 
have the pre-eminence. On this paffage it 
is obvious to remark, that the things which 
Chrid: is faid to have made are not the 
heavens or the earth, but fome things that 
wei'e in the heavens and in the earth ; and 
thefe were not natural obje£ts, fuch as ftars 
or planets, trees or animals, &c. but the 
creation, or eftablifhmcnt, of fuch things 
as thrones and dominions^ and therefore may 
iiaturally be interpreted as referring to fome 
exercife of that power in heaven and in 
earthy which Chrift fays was given to him 
after his refurre<ftion. Alfo, as his being 
the head of the body, the churchy is men-^ 
tioned after all the other particulars ; it is 
moft probable that this power, whatever it 
was, related only to his church, and that 
it had nothing to do with the creation of 
the heavens or the earth. 

In the epiftle to the Hebrews, the apoftle 
fays (ch, i. i, &c.) God^ nvho^ at fundry 
times^ and in divers manners^ fp^^^ ^^ times 
pajl unto the Fathers, by the prophets, hath, 
in thefe la ft days Jpoken unto us by his Son ; 
whom be hath appointed heir of all things, by 

whom 
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^bom alfo he made the worlds^ who being the 
bright nefs of bis glory ^ and the exprefs image of 
his perfon, and upholding all things by the ward 
of bis power, when he had by bimf elf purged 
our fins, fat down on tbi right band of the ma^ 
jefiy on high. 

In this paflage it is evident^ that it was 
not the objed of the writer to make an ex* 
prefs affertion concerning the - making of 
the world by Chrift^ fo as tc exhibit it as an 
article of any confequence. He was aflert- 
ing fbmething elfe ; and what he does £iy 
on the fiibjedt is only one incidental cir-» 
cumdance^ among feveral others* And is 
it to be fuppofed that a do£trine of this 
importance would never be laid down but 
in fuch a manner as this^ Befides^ nothing 
is here faid, or intimated, about Chrift 
making the material worlds, for it is only 
faid that he made the ages (Ai»Ktfi) and the 
all things here mentioned evidently means 
all things relating to a particular objedt, 
viz. the miflion of Chrift, and not all the 
works of nature, 

Laftly, in the introdu6lion to the gofpel 
of John, wc read. In the beginning was the 

F z wordy 
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word, and the word was with God, and the 
word was God. All things were made by him 
(or rather by it) and without him {it) was 
not any thing made that was made. In this 
celebrated paflage, there is no mention^ as 
I obferved before, of Chrifl, and that the 
word (logos) means Chrift is not to be 
taken for granted i fince another interpre- 
tation is very obvious and natural, viz. 
that the word here fpoken of is the proper 
word, or power (^ God, by which the fcrip- 
tures of the Old Teftament inform us, that 
all things were adtually made. Thus the 
Pfalmifl fays, Pf. xxxiii. 6, &c. By the ward 
0/ the Lord were the heavens made, and all the 
hojl of them by the breath of bis mouth. He 
fpake and it was done, be commanded and it 
Jioodfaji. The fame word or power refided 
in Chrift, and performed all his miraculous 
works. Agreeably to which he himfelf 
fays, the Father within me he does the works. 
On the ilender foundation of thefe four 
paflages, refts the great dodrine of Chrift 
having been the inftrument in the hands of 
God of making the world and all things. 
When they arc all put together, and even 

fhutting 
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(hutting our eyes on all the dired and pofi« 
tive evidence that the world was made by 
the fupreme being himfelf, and by no other 
aijfcing under him, can it be faid that they 
ail together amount to a fufficiently clear 
declaration of a dodrine of fo much mag- 
nitude as the Arian hypothefis is» viz. that 
Chrifty having been firft created himfelf, 
did (and, as far as appears, without any 
previous eflays or efforts) immediately make 
the whole fyftem of the vifible univerfe, and 
from that time fupport all the laws of it, 
himfelf only being fupported, or perhaps 
unfupported, by the Father. 

Where would have been the evidence 
of the Arian hypothefis, if Paul had not 
written the two epiftles to the Ephefians 
and the Coloffians^ which are fuppofed to 
contain it. . For, little as is the evidence 
for this dodtrine from the paffages I have 
recited from thcfe epiftles, it iis much 
greater than that which can be derived 
from the two others. And had neither 
the epiftles themfelves^ nor the introduc- 
tion to the gofpel of John been ever writ- 
tCPi it would not have been fufpedted that 

F 3 any 
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any thing was wanting in the fcheme of 
chfifUanity, 

However, it is not, certainly, from fo 
few cafual expreffions, which fo eafily ad« 
init of other interpretations, and efpecially 
in epi/iolary writings, which are feldom com- 
pofed with fo much care as books intended 
for the ufe of pofterity, that we can hie au- 
thorized to infer that fuch was the ferious 
opinion of the apoftles. But if it had been 
their real opinion, it would not follow that 
it was true,, unlefs the teaching of it ihould 
appear to be included in thei|r general com- 
miilion, with whicb> as I have fhewn, it 
has no fort qf popnexion* 

Jf any (hould be convinced that thefe 
four paffages, do not authorize us to con- 
clude that Chrift made the world, they 
muft be interpreted in fuch a manner as 
not to imply his Jimple pre^exijience ; and 
if this cannot be inferred ffom thefe texts^ 
it certainly cannot from any other. Con- 
fequently, both the dodlrine of Chrift 
having made the world, and that of his 
fimple pre-exiftence, muft ftand or fall 
together. 

5- it 
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5. It will be fecn in its proper place^ 
that the Arian hypotheffs^ loaded as it is 
with the greateft natural improbabilities, 
and altogether deftitute of fupport ' in the 
fcriptures, was the natural confequence of 
other falfe principles, which alfo naturally 
fprung from the philofophy of the times in 
which chriftianity was promulgated. That 
philofophy is now exploded, but the ar« 
tides in the chriflian fyftem whiph were 
derived from it remain. Platonifm is no 
more ; but the trinitarian and Arian doc* 
trines yet fubfift ; and with many, the lat- 
ter remains, when the former, fron? which 
it arofe, is abandoned. Thus the fruit is 
preferved, wheji the tree on which it grew, 
is cut down. 

Had there been no Platonic nous, or iogoSf 
chriflians would never have got a iiivine 
logos, ovfecond God, the creator of the world 
under the fupreme God, and the medium 
of all the divine communications to the 
patriarchs ; and had there been no fuch 
divine and uncreated logos in the chriflian 
iyftem, we fhould never, I dfti confident, 

F 4 have 
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have heard of a created logos being pro^ 
vided to anfwer the fame purpofe. 

Alfoy if it had not been a dodrine fa^ 
miliar to all the fchools of philofophy, that 
the fouls of men in general had pre-exifted, 
it would never have been imagined that the 
treated foul of Chrift had pre-exifted. But 
when other fouls are deprived of this great 
privilege, it remains, contrary to all ana- 
Idgy, and all principles of juft reafoningt 
tttached to that of Chrift only, juft as with 
many, the dodrine of a divine uncreated 
logos is aba'ndoned, and that of the created 
logos^ which fprung from it, remains in its 
()lace. 3ut an attention to the true caufes 
Atid Original fupports of the Arian dodlrine 
in all its parts, and the reafons for which 
thef^ caufes and fupports of it have been 
given up, cannot fail to draw after it, in 
due time, the downfal of the Arian doc- 
trine itfelf. In the mean time it is lield 
by many as being a medium between two 
gveat extremes, the dodlrine of the proper 
fUmnky of Chrift on the one hand, and that 
cf \iMjimplt humanity on the other. 

SECTION 
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SECTION VI. 

Reafons for not confidering Arians as ieing 

properly Unitarians. 

'Tp H E great objcdion to the dodlrinc of 
the trinity is, that it is an infringe**- 
mcnt of the dodtrine of the unity of God, 
as the fole objedt of worfhip, which it 
was the primary defign of the whole fyftem 
of revelation to eftablifli. Any modifica- 
tion of this doftrine, therefore, or any other 
fyftem whatever, ought to be regarded with 
fufpicion, in proportion as it makes a muU 
tiplicity of objedls of worfhip, for that is 
to introduce idolatry. 

That the do<3:rine of three perfons in the 
divine nature is making three Gods, has, I 
think, been fufficiently proved. But they 
who do not think that Chrift is equal to 
the fupreme being, but only the maker 
and governor of the world under him, arc 
willing to think that they are not included 

in 
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in the ccnfure of making a multiplicity of 
gods^ or in any danger of introducing 
more objedls of worfliip. They therefore 
call themfelves unitarians^ and think them- 
fclves perfcdlly clear of the charge of giving 
any countenance to idolatry. Indeed^ this 
is an accufation to which the Athanafiaris 
themfelves plead not guilty. I think, how- 
ever, that it applies not only to them, but 
even to the Arians, and therefore, that 
ftriftly fpcaking, the latter are no more en- 
titled to the appellation of unitarians than 
the former. My reafons for this are the 
following z 

I • If greatnefs of power be a foundation 
on which to apply the title of God, they 
who believe that Chrift made the world, 
and that he conftantly preferves and governs 
it, muft certainly confidcr him as enjoying 
a very high rank in the fcale of divinity, 
whatever rcafon they may have to decline 
giving him the title of God. They muft 
allow that he is a much greater beings or 
GW, than Apollo, or even Jupiter, was 
ever fuppofed to be. His derivation from 
aiK)tlier» and a greater God, is no reafon why 

h? 
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lie (hould not likewife be confidered as a 
God. The polytheifm of the heathens did 
not confifl in making two or more equal 
and independent gods, but in having one fu- 
preme God, and the reft fubordinate, which 
is the very thing, that the Ariaqs hold. 

We have no idea of any power greater 
than that of creation^ which the Arians 
afcribe to Chrift, efpecially if by creation 
be meant creation out of nothing ; and the 
Arians do not now fay that the Father firft 
produced matter, and that then the Son 
formed it into worlds. Sec. a notion indeed, 
advanced, as will be feen, by Philo and 
Methodius among the ancients, but too 
ridiculous to be retained by any; fo that 
whatever he meant by creation, the Arians 
afcribe it to Chrift. 

2, Upon the principle which is adopted 
by many Arians, we muft acknowledge not 
only two Gods, but gods without number. 
According to fome, Chrift made this folar 
fyftem only. There muft, therefore, have 
been other beings, of equal rank with him, 
to whom the creation, or formation, of the 
other fyftem s was afligned ; and obferva- 

tion 
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tion (hows, that there are millions and 
millions of fyftems. The probability is, 
that they fill the whole extent of infinite 
fpace. Here, then, are infinitely mortj as 
well as infinitely greater gods, than the 
heathens ever thought of. • 

But I would obfcrve, that the modern 
Arians, in afcribing to Chrift the formation 
of the whole folar fyftem, afcribe more to 
him than the ancient Arians did ; for they did 
not fuppofe that he made any thing more 

than this worlds becaufe they had no know- 
ledge of any other. Had the ancients had 
any proper idea of the extent of the folar 
fyftem j had they believed that it contained 
as many worlds as there are primary and fe- 
condary planets belonging to it, all of which 
might ftand in as much need of the inter- 
pofition of their maker as that which we 
inhabit, they would, probably, have been 
daggered at the thought of giving fuch 
an cxtcnfive power and agency to any one 
atated beingi much lefs is it probable that 
they would at once have gone fo far as the 
generality of mpdern Arians, who fuppofe 
that Chrift made the whole univerfe. That 

I woul4 
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would have been to give him fo much 
power^ and fo extenfivc an Hgency, that the 
Supreme Father would not have been milTed, 
if» after the produdion of fuch a Son, he 
had himfelf either remained an inadtive 
fpedtator in the univcrfc, or even retired out 
of exiftence. For why might not the power 
of felfjubjijlence be imparted to another as 
well as that of creating out of nothing. 

3. If we confider the train of reafoning 
by which we infer that there is only ont 
God^ it will be founds that, according to 
the Arian hypothcfis, Chrift himfelf may 
be that one God. We are led to the idea 
of God by inquiring into the caufe of what 
we fee i and the being which is able to 
produce all that we fee^ or know, we call 
God. We cannot, by the light of nature, 
gd any farther j and the reafon why we lay 
that there is only one God^ is, that we fee 
fuch marks of uniformity in the whole fyf- 
tern, and fuch a mutual relation of all the 
parts to each other, that we cannot think 
that one part was contrived or executed by 
one being, and another part by another 
being. Whoever it was that made the 

plants. 
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plants, for iiiftance^ mufl -alfb have lAadd 
the animals that feed upon them. What-» 
ever being made, and fuperintends^ the land^ 
mud alfo have made, and muft fuperintend 
the water^ Sec. We alfo cannot fappofe 
that the eartA, had one author, and the moon 
another, or indeed any part of the fplar 
fyflem. And for the fame reafon that the 
whole folar fyftem had one author, all the 
other fyflems, which have any relation 
to it (and the probability is that the whole 
univerfe is one connected fyflem) had the 
fame author. There can be no reafon, 
therefore, why any perfons fhould ftop at 
fuppofing that Chrift made the folar fyftem 
only. For the fame reafon that his pro- 
vince includes this fyftem, it ought to in-- 
elude all the univerfe, which is giving him 
an abfolute omniprefence^ as well as omnipo-^ 
fence ; and I ftiall then leave others to dif-- 
tinguifti between this being, and that God 
whom they would place above him. For 
my own part, I fee no room for any thing 
above him. Imagination itfelf cannot make 
any difference between them. If, therefore, 
the Arian principle be purfued to its pro- 
per 



Divinity or Pre-exifience ofCbrxji. y^ 

per extent, tee muft cither fay that there 
are two infinite beings, or Gods, or elfe 
that Chrifl is the one God. 

4. If any being become the dbjedt of our 
worfhip in confequence of our dependence 
upon him, and our receiving all our blef- 
lings from him ; and alfo in confequencd 
of his being invifibly prefcnt with us, fo 
that we may be fure both that he always 
hears us, and that he is able to afTid us ; 
Chrift, on the Arian hypothefis, coming 
under this defcriptioft, muft be the proper 
objedl of all tha,t we ever call worjbrp, and 
therefore muft be God. For he who made 
all things y and who upholds all things by the 
word of his power ^ muft neceffarily be pre- "^ 
fent every where, and know all things, as 
well as be able to do all things. If he only 
made and takes care of this earth, he muft 
be prcfent in all parts of the earth. There 
muft, therefore, be the greateft natural pro ^ 
priety in our praying to fuch a being. A 
being to whom thefe charadlers belong has 
always been confidered as the obje^ft of the 
higheft worfliip that man can pay. The 
Pfalmift favs, Pf. xcv. 6. come^ let us wor-^ 

jkip 
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fioip^ and bow down^ let us kneel before the 
Lord our Maker. If, therefore, Chrift be 
the Lord our maker, we are fully authorized 
to worQiip and bow down before him. 

5. If the logos be Chrift, Arians cannot 
refufe to give him the appellation of God. 
For John fays, ch. i. i . and the word was 
God. Thus, I believe all Arians interpret 
the paiTage. It is, therefore, not a little 
extraordinary, that they ihould pretend that 
they do not acknowledge two Gods. They 
will fay that Chrift is God in an inferior 
fenfe, as Mofcs is called a god with rcfpedt 
to Pharoah. But according to the Arian 
hypothefis, Chrift is God in a very different 
fenfe from that in which Mofes could ever 
be fo. He is a God not in name only, but in 
power. They do not even acknowledge d 
great God, and a little one ; but a very great 
God, and another greater than he. On this 
account, the Arians were always coniidered 
as polytbeifts by the ancient trinitarians ^ 
while the unitarians were regarded as Jews, 
holding the unity of God in too ftri<5t a 
fenfe. For thefc reafons I own that, in 
my opinion, thofe who are ufually called 

Socinians 
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Socintans (who confider Chrifl: as being d 
mere man) are the only body of chriftians 
who arc properly entitled to the appellation 
of unitarians ; and that the Af ians are even 
lefs entitled to it than the Athanafians, whd 
alfo lay claim to it. The Athanaiian fyf-* 
tern, according to one explanation of it, is 
certainly tritheifm^ but according to another 
it is mere nonfenfe. 

Some may poffibly fay, " It is not nc- 
cefTary that Chrifl ihould of himfelf havtf 
wifdom and power fufficient for the work 
of creation ; but that, neverthelefs, God 
fnight work by him in that bufinefs, as he 
did in his miracles on earth ; Chrift fpeak- 
ing the word, or ufing fome indifferent 
adion (fuch as anointing the eyes of the 
blind man) and God producing the effedt.*' 

The two cafes, however, are eflcntially 
different. That Chrifl, or any other pro- 
phet) fhould be able to foretel what God 
would do (which, in facfl, is all that they 
pretended to) was neceflary, as a proof of 
their divine miffion; whenever there was' 
a propriety in God's having intercourfe 
with men, by -means of a man like them- 

Vol. I, G felves. 
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felves. But what reafon can theref even be 
imagined why God^ intending to make a 
world by his own immediate power ^ fhould 
firft create an angel^ or a man» merely to 
give the word of command^ whenever he 
jfliould bid him to do fo; when, by the 
fuppofition^ there was no other being exift-^ 
ing to learn any thing from it ? 

Beiides^ a being naturally incapable of 
doing any thing cannot properly be faid to 
be an inftrument by which it is done. I ufe 
a pen as an inftrument in writings becaufe 
a pen is naturally fitted for the purpofe^ 
and I coul4 not write without one. But 
if^ befides a^pen^ without which I could 
not write^ I fhould take ^Jlute^ and blow on 
it every time that I took my pen in hand in 
order to write^ and fhould fay that I choio 
to write with fuch an tnjlrument^ I fhould 
lay myfelf open to ridicule. And yet fuch 
an inflrunicnt of creation would this hypo- 
thefis make Chrifl to have been. 

I mufl take it for granted, therefore, that 
Chrifl would never have been employed in 
the work of creation, if he had not been 
originally endued with power fufficicnt for 

(he 
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(he work. In that cafe^ without the com- 
munication of any new powers^ or any 
more immediate agency of God, he would 
be able to execute whatevef Was appointed 
him. Thusi Abraham^ having a natural 
power of walking could go wherever God 
ordered him; and a prophet, having the 
power of fpeecbj could deliver to others 
whatevef Gdd fhould give him in charge 
to fay. Ally ofhei- hypothefis appears to 
tat to be inadtniilible. 

Such being the hypothefis that the Arians 
have to defend, they ought certainly to look 
Well to the arguments they produce for it. 
The greater, and the more alarming, any 
dodrine is, the clearer ought to be the 
evidence by which it is to be fupported. 
I do not in this work undertake to con- 
iider particular pafiages of fcripture; but 
I have ihewn that the general tenor of it, 
as well as confiderations from reafon^ arc 
highly unfavourable to the Arian hypo-» 
thefis, and it will be feen, in the courfdof 
this work, that it has as little fupport from 
hijlory. 

G2 SECTION 
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SECTION VI. 

Of the Argument againji the Pre^exijlence of 
Cbrift from the Materiality of Man % ^nd 
of the Vfe of the DoSfrine of the Trinity. 

T Might have urged another kind of argu- 
. ment againft both the divinity and pre- 
cxiftenceof Chrift, viz. from the dodrine 
of the materiality of man, which I prefume 
has been fufficiently proved in my Difqui^^ 
Jieioni on Matter and Spirit. I have there 
jfliewn that there is no more reafon why a 
«^n (hould be fuppofed to have an imma- 
terial principle withm him» than that a 
dQg^ a plants or a magnet> fhould have one ; 
becaufe in all thefe cafes, there is juft the 
fatne difficulty in imagining any connexion 
fcctwcen the vijible matter, of which they 
confift, and the inviJU>ie powers, of which 
thty are pofTefled. If univerfal concomitance 
be the foundation of all our reafoning con- 
cerning cau fes and efFedls, the organized 
brain of a man mud be deemed to be the 

proper 
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proper y?tf/, and immediate cati/e of his ien«- 
fatioQ and thinkings as much as the inward 
ftru(5fcure of a magnet^ whatever that bcj is 
the caufe of its power of attra(3:ing iron* 

The moil inanimate parts of nature arc 
pofTeiTed of powers or properties, between 
which and what we fee and feel of them^ 
we are not able to perceive any connexion 
whatever. There is juft as much con- 
nexion between the principles oi fenfation 
and thought and the brain of a man^ as be* 
tween the powers of a magnet and the iron 
of which it is made^ or between the prin^ 
ciple of gravitation and the matter of which 
the earth and the fun are made ; and when- 
ever we fhall be able to deduce the powers 
of a magnet from the other properties of 
iron» we may perhaps be able to deduce the 
powers of fenfation and thought from the 
pther properties of the brain. 

This is a very fhort and plain argument, 
perfedtly confonant to all our reafonin^ 
in philofophy* It is concluiive againit 
the dodtrine of a foul, and confequently 
againft the whole fyftem of pre-exiftence* 
If Peter, James, and John, had no pre- 

G 3 cxiftent 
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cxiftcnjt ftatc, it muft be contrary to all 
analogy to ftippofe Jcfus to have pre-cxiftcd. 
His being a propfict. and having a power 
• of working miracles^ can make no juft ex- 
ception in his favour ; for then every pre- 
ceding prophet muft have pre-exiftpd. 

I think I have alfo proved in my Dtfqulfi^ 
tions^ that the dodtrine of a foul, as a fub- 
ftance diftind from the body> and capable 
of being happy or miferable when the body 
18 in the grave, was borrowed from Pagan 
philofophy, that it is totally repugnant to 
the fyftcm of revelation, and unknown in the 
fcriptures 5 which fpeak of no reward for 
the righteous, or punifhment for the wicked 
before the general refurreftiqn, and the com- 
ing of Chrift to judge the world. 

I might therefore have urged that, fince 
the dodlrine of Chrift's pre-exiftence is 
contrary to reafon, and was never taught by 
Chrift or his apoftles, it (:ould not have 
been the faith of their immediate difciples, * 

• • ■ ■ 

in the firft ages of chriftian^ty. This argu- 
ment will have its weight with thofe who 
rejed the dodrine of a fouL and make them 
look with fufpicion upon any pretended 

proof 
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proof of the dodrine of Ch rift's pre-cxift- 
ence^ and of its having been the faith of 
the apoftolical age, as well as their previous 
perfuafion that fuch is not the dodrine of 
the fcriptures. And fince all the three 
poiitions are capable of independent proof, 
the urging of them is not arguing in a circle^ 
but the adducing of proper collaterial evi* 
dence. 

I would conclude this IntroduSion^ with 
advifing the advocates for the do(ftrioe of 
the trinity, to confider what there is in it 
that can recommend it as a part of a fyftem 
of religious truth. All that can be faid for 
it, is that the do&rine, however improbable 
in itfelf, is necefiary to explain fome partis 
cular texts of fcripture ; and that if it had 
not been for thofe particular texts, we ftiould 
have found no want of it. For there is 
neither any faA in nature, nor any one pur^ 
pofe of morals (which are the objedt and 
^d of all religion) that requires it. 

Is not one felf-exiftent almighty, in-* 
finitely wife, and perfedly good being, 
fully equal to the production of all things, 

G 4 and 
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and alfo to the fupport and governn;ient of 
the worlds which he has made ? A fecond 
perfon in the godhead cannot be really 
wanted for ibis purpofe as far as we can 
$:onceive. 

Whatever may be meant by the redemption 
pftbe worlds is not the being who made it 
equal to that alfo \ If his creatures offend 
hiiti, and by repentance and reformation 
become the proper objci^s of his forgive- 
ne&» is it not more natural to fuppofe that 
he has» witbin bimfelf^ a power of forgiving 
tliem^ and of refloring them to his favour^ 
without the flrange expedient of another 
perfon, fully equal to himfelf^ condefcend* 
ing to animate a human body, and dying for 
them ? We never think of any iimiUar 
expedient in order to forgive^ with the 
greateft propriety and effed, offences com- 
mitted by our children againfl ourfelves. 

Whatever be fuppofed to be the uie of 
a ibird per/on in the trinity^ is not the in* 
fluence of the firfl perfon fufBcient for that 
mSo } The defcent of the Holy Spirit upon 

the apoftles was to enable them to work 

miracles* 
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miracles. But when our Saviour was on 
earth) the Father within him» and a&ing t^ 
him, did the fame thing. 

Why then, (hould any perfon be fo de- 

iirous of retaining fuch a dodtrine as this 

» 

of the trinity, which he muft acknow- 
ledge, has an uncouth appearance, has al- 
ways confounded the beft reafon of man- 
kind, and drives us to the do&rine of iW- 
explicable myfieries i to the great offence of 
Jews, Mahometans, and unbelievers in ge- 
neral, without fome urgent neceility ? Of 
two difficulties we are always authorifed to 
chufe the lead; and why fhould we riik 
the whole of chriftianity, for the fake of {o 
unneceiTary and undeiirable a part. 

Let thofe then who are attached to the 
doiftrine of the trinity, try whether they 
cannot hit upon fome method or other of 
reconciling a few particular texts, not only 
with common fenfe, but alfo with the ge- 
neral and the obvious tenor of the fcriptures 
themfelves. In this, they will, no doubt, 
find fome difficulty at firft, from the effed: 
of early impredions, and affociation of ideas; 

but 
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but an attention to the true idiom of the 
fcripture language, with fuch helps as they 
may cafily find for the purpofe, will &tisfy 
them that the doftrine of the trinity fur- 
nishes no proper clue to the right under- 
ftanding of thefe texts, but will only ferve 
to miilead them^ 

In the mean time, this doctrine of the 
trinity wears fo difagreeable an afped, that 
I think every reafonable man muft fay W|th 
the excellent Archbiihop Tillotfon with 
refped to the Athanafian creed '^ I wiih 
•^* we were well rid of it." This is not 
fetting up reafon againft the fcriptures, but 
reconciling reafon with the fcriptures, and 
the fcriptures with themfelves. On any 
other fcheme, they are irreconcileably a^ 
variance^ 
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THE HISTORY OP OPINIONS WHICH PRE 
CEDED THE DOCTRINE OF THE DIVI 
NITY OF CHRIST, AND WHICH PRE 
^ARED THP WAY FOR IT» 



.CHAPTER I. 
Ofthofe who are called Apojlolical Fathers^ 

IT muft, T think, have been evident from 
the confiderations fuggefted in the ^it^ 
ceding In frodu SI ion^ that the doftrines of the 
divinity and pre-exiftence of Chrift, were 
not taught in the /cnptures. But as great 
fj^refs has been laid upon them in later ages, 
it i$ of fome moment to trace both w&en, 
and m what manner they were introduced. 

With 
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With refpeft to the latter of thefc circum- 
ilances, I thtnk I fhall be able to give my 
readers abundant fatisfa<ftion, but with re- 
fpedt to the precifc time when, or. the par- 
ticular ./^r/&/7j by whom^ they were Intro- 
duoed, there is lefs certainty to be had. 
This, however, is of no great confequcnce, 
it being fufficient to fhew that they came 
in from fomc foreign fource^ and after the 
age of the apoftle$, which accounts for their 
not noticing the dodrines at all. 

The pldeft writer in whofe works thefc 
do6trines are unqueAionably found is Jjiftin 
Martyr, who wrote about A. D. 140. But 
fome traces of them are to be feen in our 
prefent copies of the writings of thofe who 
are called apojlolical ^Fathers, from their 
having lived in the time of the apoftles, and 
being therefore fuppofed to retain their 
dodlrincs, efpecially as they were not men 
of a philofophical education. It would 
certainly be a confiderable argument in fa- 
vour of thofe dodlrines, if they had been 
certainly held by fuch men ; but this can 
by no means be proved. For it is to be 
lamented that, few as theft apoflolical Fa- 
thers 
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thers arc, their works are not come down 
to us as they wrote them, or rather, except 
a fingle epiftle of Clemfens Romanus, which 
contains no fuch do£trines as thofe of thd 
divinity or pre-exiftcnce of Chrift/ the 
works that are afcribed to them are almoH: 
entirely fpurious, and the time of their 
compolition is not eaiily afcertained. I fhall 
make a few obfervations on all of them 
that contain any trace of the doctrines above 
mentioned. They are the fuppofed works 
of Barnabas, Her mas, and Ignatius. 

Though I am well fatisiied that the only 
genuine epiftle of Clemens Romanus con- 
tains no fuch dodrine as that of the divi- 
nity or pre-exiftence of Chrift, yet, becaufe 
it has been pretended that the latter, at 
leaft^ is found there, I (hall produce the 
paiiage which has been alledged for this 
purpofe, and make a few remarks upon it. 

*' For Chrift is theirs who are humble, 
' and not who exalt themfelves over his 
' flock. The fceptre of the majefty of 

* God, our Lord Jefus Chrift, came not in 
' the (how of pride and arrogance, though 

* he could have done fo, but with hu- 

*^ mility. 
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•* mility, as the Holy Spirit had before 
•* fpoken concerning Kim*." 

This paflagei however, is eafily cx-^ 
plained, by fuppofing that Cltoiens alluded 
to Chrift*^ coming as a public teacher^ when^ 
being invefled with the power of working 
miracles, he never made any oflentatious 
difplay of it^ or indefed ever txerted it for 
his own benefit in any refpefkii 

But it has been faid that ihe context de- 
termines the coming of Cllrift, of ^hich 
Clemens fpeaks to be from a pre-e<i(lent 
ftate. '* He came not,'' fays Clemehl, •• in 
^' the pomp of pride and arrogant^, aU 
'^ though he had it in his power, but in 
^^ humility, as the Holy Spirit fpake con-> 
*' cerning him.— To determine what thi»^ 
<' humility is, Clemens immediately goes 
*' on to cite the prophecies which defcribe 
'* the Mefliah's low condition. The hu-^ 
•* mility, therefore, of ah ordinary condi- 

xi/p/of nifjuip ;^p/rof ln^}sf, }in tiK^tv iw KoyLirv leAd^cyfw/ 
KA^mi To^zTriv/zcc 70 tf^w fxifl ttv\^ iKiKiUQiv . Sc6t. l6. 

p. 154. 
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^^ tion, is that in which it is faid the Mef- 
** iiah came. The pomp, therefore, of a 
^* high condition, is the pomp in which 

it is faid he came not, although he had 

it in his power to come. The exprefiions, 
*' therefore, clearly imply that our Lord, 
** 'ere he came, had the power to choofe 
•* in what condition he would be born." 

But, ifweconiider the prophecies which 
Clemens quotes, we (hall find them to be 
not fuch as defcribe the circumflances of 
the birth of Chrift, but only thofe of his 
public life and death ; the principal of them 
being. If. liii. which he quotes almoft at 
full length. This is certainly favourable 
to the fuppofition, that when Chrifl was 
in public life, he made no oftentatious 
difplay of the extraordinary powers with 
which he was invefted, and before he en- 
tered upon it, preferred a low condition to 
that of a great prince. 

The more ancient reading of Jerom is 
evidently favourable to this interpretation of 
the paflage. He read ^(lv]a J'vrttiJttpof, having 
all power, which naturally alludes to the 
great power of which he became poffefled 

after 
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after the defcent of the Spirit of God upon 
bind at his baptifm. 

A8 to the phrafe comings it is u(ed to ex« 
prcfs the mijjion of any prophet, and it is ap- 
plied to John the Baptift as well as to 
Chrift, of which the following pafTages are 
examples. Matt. xi.. 18^ 19. John came 
neither eating nor drinking^ &c. The Son of 
man came eating and drinking^ &c. i. e. not 
locally from heaven, but as other prophets 
came from God. Chrift fays of John, 
Matt. xxi. 32. John came unto you in the 
w<^ of righteoufnefs. John the evangelift, 
alfo fays^of him, John i. 7, The fame came 
for a witnefs, &c. 

Admitting that fome one circumftance. 
in the prophecies which Clemens, quotes, 
rigoroufly interpreted, fhould allude to the 
birth of Chrift (though I fee no reafon to 
think fo) we are not authorized to conclude 
that Clemens attended to that in particu- 
lar, but to the general fcope of the whole, 
which is evidently defcriptive of his public 
life only. 

In the fecond feftion of this epiftle we 
find the phrafe the fufferings of God ; but 

1 this 
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this is language fo exceedingly (hocking^ 
and unfcriptural, that it is hardly poflible 
to think that it could be ufed by any writer 
fo near to the time of the apoftles ; and 
Junius, who was far from having my ob- 
jedlion to it, was of opinion that the whole 
pafTage was much corrupted, and that, in« 
ftead of mc&nyuHa avk i. e. Suf, we ought to read 

Whatever may be thought of this epiftle 
by any of the moderns, it appears that^ 
after the council of Nice, it was not 
thought to be favourable to the orthodoxy 
of thofe times. Photius, in his account of 
it, fays that, it is liable to cenfure for three 
things, the lad of which is, that '^ fpeak- 
** ing of our high-prieft and mafter Jefus 
•• Chrift, he did not make ufe of expref- 
•* fions fufficiently lofty, and becoming a 
*' God, though he no where openly blaf- 
** phemes him*/' 

Of the writings of the other apoftolical 
Fathers, the epiftle of Barnabas would cer- 

* 07* OfXJ^pta Kj iffporcOrtv rev Kuptov r\fjL6sv h(risv xp^rw t(ovofAa(uVf 
^ie Tcu; $eo9r^c^£t^ ^d v^^/ri^ipa^ apnKS 'zsioi aula ^ana; • HfMl^ «^ 

306. 
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taiiily be Entitled to .the greateft confidera- 
tion, if it was genuine ^ but it is almolt 
certainly fpurions, and unquedionably in- 
terpoljitedy befides^ that the time in which 
it was written cannot be afcertained. Pro« 
bably, however, it is not very ancient. My 
obfervations on this fubjedl will be chiefly 
Copied from the learned Jeremiah Jones, 
who, being a believer in the dodlrine of the 
trinity, cannot be excepted againfl as an 
unfair, judge in this c^fe. 

That the writer of this cpiftlewasnot 
Barnabas, the companion of Paul, who was 
a Jew, \>ut fome Gentile, appears, he fays, 
from the conftanf oppofition between the 
Jews and the Gentiles in the coarfe of the 
work, and- from the writer always ranking 
himfelf with the latter*. It is alfo evident 
from there being no Hebraifms in the ftylc 
of the work, and from its being written 
after the deftruiftion of Jcrufalem. For he 
ipeaks of the temple as being then de- 
ftroyed -f*, and it is highly improbable that ^^ 
Barnabas fliould have furvived that event* 

. • Jones on the Canon, vol. I. p. 5^6. 
* + Sea. 16. 

3 . That 
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That this epiftle Was not, in early tiiiies^ 
confidered as* the genuine produdlion of 
Barnabas, the companion of Paul, appears 
from its not being found in any of the 
catalogues of the canonical books of the 
New Tcftanient*. It is, likewife, almofl 
certain that this epiftle could not be written 
by Barnabas, or indeed any refpeftable wri* 
ter, from the extreme wcaknefs and ab- 
furdity of many parts of it, efpecially from 
his finding in the two firft letters of the 
name of Jtfus^ and the figure of the crofs^ 
the number 318, which he fays, was thd 
number that Abraham circumcifed (but 
which was the number of thofe that Abra- 
ham armed, in order to purfue the kings who 
had plundered Sodom) T, which makes the 
figure of the crofs being '300, in the Greek 
toethod of notation, and I H 18. This 
curiofity he fpeaks of as having been im- 
parted to him by divine infpiration, and as 
certain a truth as any that Jie had divulged •(•• 

* Jones on the Canon, vol. I. p. 534. 

Ovici; yintcriansfov Bfjta^ev cvrf £fM Wryov • a^7^ Qiic^^ o^^ citoi crt - 
<fiei(. Sed« 9. p. 30. 
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The author of this epiftle carries his 
allegorizing of the writings of Mofes fo far 
as to affert that it was not his intention to 
forbid the ufe of any meats as unclean^ but 
only to fignify, by his prohibiting the flefli 
of certain animals, to avoid the difpofitions 
for which they arc remarkable. Mr. Jones 
proceeds td mention ten inftaaces of mif« 
takes and falfhoods in this epiille of Barna- 
bas, and fays that it would be eafy to in- 
ilance as many more. 

The age of this epiftle cannot be clearly 
afcertained. It is not mentioned by Ire- 
nseus, Juftin Mattyr, Athenagoras, Theo- 
philus, or Tertullian ; but it is quoted by 
Clemens Alexandrinus. It is not, there- 
fore, certain that this epiftle is older than 
Juftin Martyr, and therefore, it is of little 
confequnce whether the writer held the 
dodrine of the pre-exiftence of Chrift, or 
not. 

At whatever time this epiftle was writ- 
ten, it is evidently interpolated. Two 

■ 

paffages in the Greek, which aflert the 
pre-cxiftence of Chrift, are omitted in the 
ancient Latin verfton of it. And can it be 

fttppofed 



V* 



M*. 



^'t 



^: 



C H A p • I. oftbe Apoftolical Fathers. i o i 

■f 

fuppofed that that verfion was publifhed in 
^an age in which fuch an omiflion was likely 
to be made ? Botlvthe interpolations are 
in fed. 6. wh«re we now read thus ; " For 
** the fcripture fays conceihiing us, as he 
*' fays, to the Son. Let us make man ac- 
•* cording to our image, and our Hkcnpfs *." 
But the ancient Latin verfion correfpond- 
ing to this pa^iTage is fimply this, '* As fays 
** the fcripture. Let us make man, &c. -f" • 

Again, in Ithe fame fedlion, after quot- 
ing from Mofes, Increafe and multiply^ and 
repkmjh the earthy the Greek copy has 
T^hefe things to the San J ; but in the old 
Latin verfion the claufeis wholly omitted ; 
and, certainly, there is no want of it, or of 
the fimilar claufe in the'former pafiTage^ 
with refpeifl to the general pbjeft of the 
writer, Thefe appear to me pretty evident 
marks of interpolation. 

In another jtofl^ige, God is reprefentcd as 
fpeaking to the Son on the day before the 

^ Ap/ei yap n ypafn vept h/mw, a;; Xtyu T« ma^'SOffffOfASv udf 

. t Sicut dicic fcriptura, faciamus homincm* 
"^ Tavloi vpog Toy mcv. 
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making of the world * ; .but this is in that 
part of the epiille of which the original is 
loft» and it is by no m^iuis improbable^^ that 
this veriion may have been interpolated, as 
well as the onginal^ and for the fame 
reafons. 

The paifage that looks the lead like an 
interpolation^ ;and which yet fpeaks of 
Chrifl as pre-exi^ing, is one in which be' 
is reprefented as regulating xi\k Jewifh ri-. . 
tual^ and having a view to himfelf in the 
frame of it, ' Speaking of the obligation of 
the priefts to faft, he fays, *' This the Lord 
** ordered becaufe he'himfelf wjis to ofiFer. 
" for our fins the veflel of his Ipirit, and 
" alfo that the type by Ifaac, who was to 
f* have. been ofF«red, might be fulfilled •)-/' 
. He alfo gives it as a reafon, why thepriefts 
only iObould eat the inwards, not wafhed 
with vinegar, that ** he knew^that they 
*' would give him vinegar mixed with gall 
** to drink, to fhew that he was to fufifer • 

* Die ante conftitutionem feculi, fcft. 5. p. 6i. 

rfri hraegt^ th «pocrmx3«vfc^ hrt to Wian^piW, TCAe^Su. £eft. 7. 
P-2X. h 

^ •'for 
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•' for them *•" A little alteration in the 
words of this paflage would mak^ it .fpeak 
of God as ordering this wi|li a view to 
ChrifL As it ftands, howeinsr, it certainly 
.conveys the idea of the pte-exiftcncc of 
Chrift, and of his having "been the framer 
^•the Jewiih conftitution. But wh^t cer*^ 
tain inference can be drawn from this, 
when it is confidefed that the work was 
not written by the cdmpatiion of Paul, and. 
that it cannot be proved to be older than 
the writings of Juftin Martyr ? 

The fuppofed author, of the next piece^ 
which contains the dodrine of the pre- 
exiftence of Chfift, is Hermas, mentioned 
in the conclufion of Pajmrs epifllq to the 
Romans^ His work, entitled the Sbepberii 
is quoted by Irensus, though not by namc^- 
The fen ten ce which he cites is as follows ; 
" The fcripture, therefore, welldys, in*the 
** firft place believe that there is one God, 
♦* who created and eftablifhed all things, 

*Im 2l»^ oh hi aJloH va^tv vTrsp aSlm, Se£t. 7 . p. 2 1 • 

H i|, . ** making 
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f ' making them out of nothing *," which 
is found in Hcrmas ^. But we have only 
a Latin tran^jfUion of Hermas, and, there- 
fbre» cannot be quite' fnre that the words 
were the iame. Th^ fen fe of them is cer- 
tainly found in t^hat are properly called the 
fcfipttires^ and I do not know that Irenasus 
ever quotes any othft *book by this title, 
except thofe which we now characterize in 
.that manner. He quotes no other author, 
I believe, without mentioning either his 
name, or fome title, or circumftance, fufE- 
ciently defcriptive of him. 

Though this book of Hermas- is quoted 
with refpeft by fome of the more early Fa- 
thers, it is treated with contempt by the later 
ones, as Le Clerc, who thought it genuine, 
obferves J. Tertullian fays of this work of 
Hermas, ** it is rejcded as fpurious by all the 

* Ko^AK «y iinvt If y^a^pn vt >syw7a * Ilfulcv vaflojv vnvfow A 
it( tsvf 3ro;, o la maHa iHiac^^ x^ KcSofliaais, Jy wnaa^ mn uti 
^ihf ag to uveu ra vaUa. Lib. 4. chap. 37. p. 330. 

f Primum omnium, crede quod unus eft Deus, qui cm* 
nia.creavit, & confummaviu & ex nihilo omnia fecit. Lib. 

a. M. I. p. 85. 

X Hift. £c. A. D. 69. p. 469. 

€€ councils 
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** councils of the churches * ;" and it was 

■ declared to be apocryphal under Pope Ge- 

laiius, A. D. 494. It. is, indeed, a work 

highly unworthy of the apoftolical age, the 

contents of it being weak ai)d foolifh in the 

extreme, to fay nothing of its pretended 

vtfions^ which looks as if the writer defigned 

to impofe them upoa the world for fome- 

thing elfe than his own inventions. Thoie 

who deny the authenticity of this work, 

generally afcribe it to another Hcrmas, or 

Hermes*, brother of Pope Pius, about the 

year 14^ which is after the time of Juflin 

Martyr. 

The pre-exfftence of Chrift i§ certainly 
referred to in this work. For the writer, 
n faking of an old jock andt^a new gate, 
and being afked the reafon of it, fays, *' it 
^f reprefents the Son of God, who is older 
f than the creation, fo that he was prefent 
** with the Father when the world was 
•• made-f." He alfo fays, '* the nam^f the 

* Ab omni concilio ccclefiar.um inter apocrypha ct 
falfa judicatur. De Pudicitia, cap.* lO. p. 563. 

t Petrarh^c, et porta qui J funt ? Audi, inquit : Pc- 
tra hxc, & porta, Filius Dei eft. Q^ionam pa£to, in- 

(^^ quam, 
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** Son of God Is great and immcnfe, and 
^* the whole world is fuftained by it *." 
But this' language might be figurative. 
However, the uncertdinty, to fay the leaft, 
with refpedt.to the age of this work, is.fuf- 
^- ^ ficient to overthrow the authority of the 
'f . evidence which, it. might furnifli for the 
early date of dodlrin^^ the pre-exiftehce 
of Chrift, without having recourfe to inters 
palation^ which ffw writings of fo early an 
age have efcapea. * 

The only writer be/ides thefe, that 1 have 
any occafion to mention, is IcNA^ttirs, bif-: 
hop of Antioch, who, ojj^ his journey to 
Rome/ where he fufFercd martyrdom under 
Trajan, wrote feveral epiftles ; and many bear- 
ing hl^ nam^reliow extant. But of thefef* • ^ 
^reat part are univerfally allowed to be fpu* 
rious, and the reft are fo much interpolated,- 
• that they cannot be quoted with fafety. for 



.* 



quam^Domine, petra vetus eft, parj||.^uteni nova ! Audi^ 
inquic, infipiens; & intcllige. Filiuis quidem Dei omni 
creatura antiquior eft, ita ut in confilio Patri fuo acTfuerit 
ad condendam creaturanA. Lib. 3. fed. 12. p. 115. 

* Nomen FiK Dei, magnum & immenfum eft, & to* 
tus ab eoi/uftentatur orbis. Lib. 3. fed. 14. pi 116: 

, any • 
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any purpofc.' Dj, Lardner, who thinks that 
the fmaller epiftles are in the main genuine, . 
fays*, " if there be only fome few fenti- 
f' menlsantlexprelfions which feem incon- 
,. ** fiftent with the true age of Ignatius, it is 
^' more reafonable to fuppo'fe them to be ad- 
^' ditions, than to rejedt the epiflles them- 
** felves entirely ; efpecially in this fcarcity 
** of copies' which we labour under. As the 
** interpolations of the larger epiftles arc 
*f plainly the v;ork of fome Arian, fo even 
*' the fmaller epiftles may h^e been tena- 
f* pered with by the-Arians, or the ortho- 
*' dox, or both, though I do not affirm that 
*^ there «re in them any confiderable cor- 
** ruptions or alterations/' 

Salmafius, Blondel, and Dailte, are de- 
cided that all the epiftles are fpurious ; and 
Le Sijeur, after having given an account of 
the whole matter, fays, that the laft of 
them, viz. Mr. Daille, has clearly proved 
that the firft, or fmall colledlion of Igna- . 
tius's epiftles was forged about the begin- 
ning of the fourth century, or two hun- 

. • Credibility, vol. I., p. 154. 

dred 
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dred years after the death of Ignatius 5 and 

. that the fecond, or larger colleftion, was 

made at the beginning of the fixth century, 

Ignatius not being quoted by Eufebius^ 
or the writer whofe work he cites, among 
ancient authorities for the doftrine of the 
divinity of Chrift, is alone a fuffieient proof 
that no paflage favourable to it was to be 
found in the epiftles of Ignatius in his time. 

Jortin fays, •• Though the fliort epiftles 
*^ are on many accounts preferable to the 
** larger, yet I will not affirm that they 
*' have undergone no altprajion at all */% 
Beaufobre thinks that the pureft of Ignfir- 
tius's epiftles have been interpolated +, 

For my own part, I fcruple not to fay, 
that there never were more evident marks 
of interpolation in any writings than are to 
be found in thefe genuine epijiles^ as they are 
called, of Ignatius : though I am willing 
to allow, on re-confidering them, that, ex- 
clufive of manifeft interpolation, there may 
be a ground work of antiquity in them* 

* Remarks on Ecclefiaflical Hiftory, vol. i. p. 361. 
I Hiftoircdc Manicbeifmc, vol. i. p. 378. 

The 
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The famous paflage in Jofephus concerning 
Chrift is not a more evident interpolation 
than many in thefe epiilles of Ignatius* 

A paflage in thefe ep'iftles on which 
much ftrefs has been laid, as referring to 
the pre-exiftence of Chrift, is the followv 
ing i " There is one phylician, fle(hly and 
** fpiritual, begotten and unbegotten, in the 
*' flefli made God, in immortal life eternal, 
*' both of Mary dnd of "God, firft fuftering 
** and then impaflible *." Theodoret read 
the paflage, trtiS®- f{ aymijw, •* begotten of 
*' him that was unbegotten," and in other 
fcfpeds this pafllige is neither clear nor 
deciiive. 

It will weigh much with many perfons 
in favour of the genuinenefs of the pieces 
afcribed to Barnabas, Hermas, and Igna« 
tius, that Dr. Lardnet was inclined to ad- 
mit it. fiut it mud be obferved, and I 
would do it with all ppflible refpeft for fo 
fair and candid a writer, that the objedt of 
his work might, unperceived by himfelf, 

tf capxi ysvofjuvof ^fo^, cy a^ayjilu (aiti o^uSiV}}, )cj in Mapiocg ^ vi 
huy 'Ofulcwal^ofi^ TiltaTTo^^ Ad, Eph. fed. 7. p, I3» 

bias 
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bias him a little ia favour of their ge« 
nuinenefs ; as their evidence was ufeful to 
his purpofe, which was to prove that of the 
books of the New Teftament, by the quo- 
tation of them in early writers. Other 
men as learned as Dr. Lardner^^and even 
firm believers in the dodtrines of the pre- 
cxiftence and the divinity of Chrift, have 
. not fcrupled" to pronounce all the works 
above-mentioned to be Ipurious. Thefe 
circumftances confidered, the reader muft 
form his own judgment of the value of 
any teftimony' produced from them. 
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Of the Principles of the Oriental Philofophy. 

T N order clearly to undefftand the nature 
and Origin of thofe corruptions of chrif« 
tianity which now remain, it will be pro* 
per to confider thofe which took their rife 
in a more early period, And which bore 

^ ^ fome 
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ibme relation to them, though they are now 
extinct, and therefore, oji that account, are 
not, of themfelves, deferving of much no- 
tice. The dodtrine of the deification of 
Chrift^ which overfpread the whole chrif- 
tian world, and which is flill the prevail- 
ing opinion in all chriflian countries (but 
which is diametrically oppofite to the ge- 
nuine principles of chriflianity, and the 
whole fyftem of revealed religion) was pre- 
ceded by that fyftem of dodrines which 
is generally called 'Gnofticifm. For thefe 
principles were introduced iit the very age 
of the apoftles, and conftituted the only 
herefy that we find to have given any alarm 
to them, or to the chriftian world in gene- 
ral, for two or three centuric*. 

That thefe principles of the Gndftics 
were juftly confidercd in a very ferious 
light, we evidently perceive "by the writ- 
ings of the apoftles. For that the doc-* 
trines which the apoftles reprobated were 
the very fame with thofe which were after- 
wards afcribed to the Gnoftics, cannot but 
be evident to dvery perfon who ftiall com- 
pare them in the moft fuperficial mamier. 

'The 
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The authority of the apoftles, which, in all 
its force, was diredtly pointed againft the 
principles of thefe Cnoftics, feems to have 
borne them down for a confiderable time, 
fo that they made no great figure till the 
reign of Adrian, in the beginning of the 
fecond century. But at that time, fome 
perfons of great eminence, and very diftin- 
guifhed abilities, having adopted the fame, 
or very fimilar principles, the fedt revived, 
and in a remarkably fliort fpace of time, 
became very prevalent. 

The principles of Gnofticifra muft be 
looked for in thofc of the philofophy of 
the times, cfpecially that which was moft 
prevalent in the Eaft ; and as much of this 
philofophy as. is fufficient to explain the 
general principles of the Gnoftics, is eaiily 
deduced from the accounts that we have 
of that herefy. Alfo the Greek philofophy, 
having been originally derived from that 
of the orientals, and having always retained 
the fame fundamental dodtrines, with no 
very confiderable variations, and thofe eafily 
diftinguifhed, is. another guide to us in our 
invelligation of this fubjeft. 

But 
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But we have happily prcferved to us one 
work of a^ Angular conftruftion, in which 
the principles of this philofophy are rcpre- 
fented fuch as they were before they were 
incorporated into chriftianity, by a writer 
tolerably near to the time of the firft 
promulgation of it^ at leaft as near to it as 
any other certain account of the principles 
of the Gnoftics, except what may be col- 
leded from the New Teftament itfelf* 
And what makes this work an unique of its 
kind, and therefore more deferving of our 
notice, is that it appears to have been writtea 
by a perfon who was unqueftionably an uni- 
tarian; whereas every other account that is 
now extant of the principles of the Gnoftics, 
or of thofe from which they were derived^ 
is from perfons who were either trinita- 
rians^ or had adopted thofe principles which. 
afterwards led to the dodtrine of the trinity. 

The work I mean, is the Clementine Ho^ 
milicsy written probably about the time of 
Juftin Martyr ; and it is pretty remarkable, 
that the author of the CI mentines^ as the 
work is generally called, does not appear 
to have known any thing of Juftin's doc- 

VoL.L I trine 
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trine of the perfonification of the logos ^ which 
was borrowed from Platonifm ; and yet ii> 
the compafs of his work there is an account 
of every other fyftem that made any confi* 
derable figure in thofe times. The au- 
thor himfelf appears to have been well ac- 
quainted with philofophy, and has evidently 
borrowed from it a variety of opinions^ 
which are fufficiently abfurd. It may^ 
therefore, be prefumed, that this writer, 
who was a man of learning and ability^ well 
acquainted with the different fyflems that 
prevailed in his time, and with the argu- 
ments by which they were fupported, had 
never heard of any fuch dodtrine ; and that 
no queftions relating to religion were much 
agitated in his time by chriilians, except 
againft the heathens on the one hand, and 
the Gnoftics on the other. Of all thefc 
a very full detail is given in this work, 
in which fpeakers are introduced on both 
fides, who exhibit in the befl; light the 
principles of their refpedtive fyftems. 

It is poflible that this writer might be 
miilaken in his account of the opinions of 
perfons who lived about a century before 

his 
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his tkhe^ and it is erident he has afcribed 
to Peter feveral opinions which he could 
not have entertained; but he would na- 
turally (iince he muft have wifhed to gain 
credit to his theological romance^ for fuch 
his work properly is) endeavour to give to 
every perfonage introduced into it fuch 
opinions and arguments as he thought 
would pafs for theirs. Since/ however, 
this is the * only account that we have of 
the tenets of thofe oriental philofophers fo 
near to the time in which their dodtrines 
were moft in vogue, I (hall give a feparatc 
view of them as they are exhibited in this 
work -y and it will be feen^ that the prin« 
ciples here afcribed to Simon Magus, were 
in general the very fame with thofe which 
were afterwards entertained by the chriftian 
Gnoftics, though Simon is not here repre- 
fented as a chriftian, but an open oppofer 
of chriftianity. 

Beaufobre fays that this work is a well 
written romance, compofed by a chriftiaa 
philofopher who wifhed to publi(h his theo- 
logy under the names of Peter and Clement*. 

* Hilloirc dc Manichcifine, vol. i.p- 46i- 

I % Coteferiusty 
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Cotelerius, the editor, fays, that "though 
** it abounds with trifles and errors, which 
** had their fource in a half chriftian phi- 
** lofophy and herefy, efpecially that of 
" the Ebionites, it may be read with ad- 
** vantage, both on account of the elegance 
** of the ftile, and the various learning that 
** it contains, and likewife for the better 
*^ underftanding the doftrine of the firft 
** heretics *." 

It ' was an opinion very prevalent among 
chriflians, that ^' Simon Magus was the 
*' father of all herefy,'* and it is probable 
that the opinions which he maintained, 
being adopted by chriftians, were the true 
fource of thofe hereiies which went under 
the general name of Gnofticifm. Thus 
much may be learned from the work be- 
fore us, in which Peter is reprefented as 
faying, ** There will be, as the Lord faid, 

* Et vero quae damus Clementina^ licet nugis, licet erro- 
ribus fcatent, a remichriftiana philofophia, et haerefi, prae« 
cipue Ebionitica, profefiis, non fine fru&u tamcn Icgcntur, 
turn propter elegantiam fermonis^ turn multiplicis doc« 
trinx caufa, turn denique ad melius cogaofcenda primarum 
Hserefion dogmau. Preface. 

*« falfc 
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" falfc apoftles, falfe prophets, herefics, pre* 
^' tenfions to power, which, as I conjee- 
** turc, have their origin from Simpn, who 
^^ blafphemes God, and who will concur 
^' with him in fpeaking thefe things againfl; 
** God*/' 

This Simon is reprefented as having fup- 
planted one Pofithews, who preceded l)im 
^ % teacher of the fame dodtrines-j'. The 
fucceffor of Simon was Menander, whole 
difciple was Satqrninus of Antioch, and he 
was followed by Bafilides of Alexandria 4:. 
Thefe were the firft chriftian Gnoftics. 

The age of Simon Magus is fixed by the 
hiftory of the book of Adts, in which 
mention is made of his interview with 
Peter. The fevere reproof given him by 
Peter, might be fuppofed to have filenced 
him J but he is reprefented as being indc- 

li8y7o( £if(AWO( mv apxpftif T^wm^ Uf ra aula rn St/uAwi nala tv 
$tH MTfiv (Twifrp^tTiv . Horn. i6. fed. 2I« p« 72(9. 

f Horn. a. feft, 24. p. 627. 

X Eufeb. Hift. lib. 4: cap. 7. p. 147. 
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fatjg^ble in teaching his opinions after- 
wards. Theodoret fpeaks of him as fowing 
his heretical thorns when Paul was writing 
his fecond cpiftle to Timothy *• 

The great principles of the oriental phi- 
lofophy, as far as they affedled chriftianity 
were thefe, viz. That matter is the fource 
of all evil, that the fupreme being was not 
the maker of the world, that men had fouls 
feparate' from their bodies, and that thefe 
fouls had pre^exifted. And it muft be 
owned that the reafoning by which the 
avithors of this philofophy had been led 
to adopt thefe principles were very fpe- 
ciQUS. It was a fundamental maxim with 
theorieptal philofophers, as it alfo was with 
Plato, Who borrowed from them, that the 
fuprQme being js perfc<flly good^ and there* 
fore that he could not be the author of any 
thing evil. In this work Sipion is repre- 
fl^nted as faying, *^ If God be the author 
<* only of what is good, we mult conclude 
♦* either that evil has fome other origin, or 

iptfp&ct^. In 2 Tim. ii. 8* Opem, rol. 3. p* 497- 

1 *♦ that 
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^^ that it is unoriginated^/' It is on this 
fubjedt that he is reprefented as fpeaking 
with the greateft confidence, faying to Pe- 
ter, ** Since you acknowledge, from the 
^^ fcriptures, that there is an evil being, tell 
'* me how he was made, if he was made, 
** and by whom, and for what purpofe •f'/* 
But as it is evident that there is much 
evil in the world, and the principles of it 
fecm to be interwoven into the very confti- 
tution of nature, thefe philofophers con<^ 
eluded that the vifible univerfe mud: have 
had fome other author, who muft either 
have been derived from the Supreme Being; 
or have been eternal and underived* The 
latter, however, was fo bold an hypothefis, 
that it does not feem to have been adopted 
▼ery early. At leafl, the more general opi- 
nion was, that matter only had been cter* 
nal, and that its nature was fuch, as that no* 
thing perfedly good could be made out of 

11 oil to mcvnpcv eltpa riieytvnifftv ctfxny n ap aytw^Kw* Horn* 
19. {e£L 12.9.747. 

•f Ettci Ky tuyvaiJiAvna'ai ofAoKoynffo^ ttvat roy vowi^ov, ofiro yfoifuv, 
^>tft TO w«{ yryovfy, unep ytyavev^ )^ wro T*Wf, i^ Jia ti. Ibid, 
ffea. 3. p. 7 44. 

I 4 it ; 
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it ; fb thaty however it might be modified 
by the Supreme Being, every fyftem into 
which it entered muft neceifarily contain 
within itfelf the feeds of evil. 

In the fame fyflem it was generally fup- 
pofed that all intelligence had only one 
foprce, viz. the divine mind ; and to help 
out the doctrine concerning the origin, of 
evil, it was imagined, that though the Di- 
vine Being himfelf was eifentially and per- 
fedlly good, thofe intelligences, or fpirits, 
which were derived from him, and efpe- 
cially thofe which were derived from them, 
were capable of depravation. It was far- 
ther imagined, that the derivation of theic 
inftrior intelligent beings from t!ie fupreme 
was by a kind of efflux^ or emanation^ a part 
of the fubftance being detached from the 
reft, but capable of being abforbed into it 
again. To thefe intelligences, derived me- 
diately or immediately from the divine 
mind, the authors of this fyftem did not fcru- 
pie to give the name of gods, thinking fome 
of them capable even of creative power, that 
is, a power of modifying matter : for crM- 
fion out of nothing was an idea that they never 

enter- 
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entertained. In this work Simon Magqs 
fuppofes two of thefe inferior gods to have 
been fent out by the Supreme God, and that 
one of them made the vifible world, and 
the other gave the law to the Jews *. 

As thefe divine intelligences were capable 
of animating the bodies of men, it was fup* 
pofed that this was occafionally done by 
them, as well as that all fouls had come 
into this world from a pre-exiflent flate, 
and generally -for the puniihment of of-- 
fences committed in that flate. Simdn 
himfelf claimed to be one of thofe fupe« 
rior powers, as it is likewife faid, that he 
maintained his wife Helena to be another 
of them. We read, A<fts viii. 9. that he 
laid, that '^ he himfelf was fome great one," 
and the people faid of him, ver. lo, He is 
the great power of God. In this work like* 
wife, he claims to be a great poxver, ^wofjui^ 
even fuperior to the Being that made the 

* Tifim (TYifAipov tta^a awiloidlo^ ilotfjia; cnv cnro rw ypapdV^ 
trt *BayJttv £}^uv^ aTTo^euofVisv fin riilav uvea ^eov avuflaloVy og upmof 
aOio'Ey 3yyrfv^ '^ 'sravla ev cxuIo:; * cOOia a»jav riva ayvarov k-. ay(olalov^ 
$ii tv anroppnlci; ofla Scov %im * o^ iuo iTttfx^t Seoi/; ' a^ m o /xev ng 
Mfiv Koa-fAov iS[(Tci^^ Q h sltfo^^ Tcv y:fi9v 9W* Horn. 3. fe£l. 2* 
p. 63+. 

world J 
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world ; and he intimates^ that he was a 
Cbriji^ or a perfon anointed, or Jet apart for 
fome great office, calling himfelf km^^ as if 
he (hould always continue, having no caufe 
of corruption in himfelf*. In another 
place he calls himfelf the Son of GoJ-f, 
meaning, probably^ that he was fome prin-^ 
cipal, or immediate emanation from the 
Supreme Being. 

When, upon this ground, Simon )vould, 
for argument's fake, infinaate that Jefus 
Chrift, being called tbe Son of Go J, and faid 
to proceed from Aim, muft therefore claim to 
be a god, Peter replied that, ** upon this 
" principle, all fouls, which are the breath 
** of God, muft be gods ; and," fays he, 
" if they muft be called gods, what great 
*• matter is it for Chrift to be a god in 
^* that fenfe, as he has no advantage over 

mrcvMOO'fjiovKlia'avloi^tH. anols ie x) Xf^^^ eaulcv ouvico'o/jLevo^y BrtHa 

3y calauxif ^So^o^, to ^ufia wmivy toe ix(i^» ^ ^i ^^oy tov klicavla 
ro9 Hocfjusv^ avMov £nm ^txei. Horn. 2* fc£k. 22. p. 626. 

"t* Xuh jy ra aapoi^ >£yoitaa fin o'l/vtuv, i/ioy tcaHoy eitsiv ScT^t^. 

Horn. i8. (cCt. 7. p. 739. 

** Others/' 
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*• others*.** This, I would obfcrvc, is a 
very different kind of anfwer from what 
would have been given by a trinitarian^ or 
one who had adopted the do(Srine of the 
perfonification of the logos. 

No other peculiar principles of Simon's 
appear in this piece^ except that he denied 
the refurreftion -f-, which was alfo done by 
all the chriftian Gnoftics afterwards. They 
had too bad an opinion of matter^ and con* 
fequently of the body^ which was compofed 
of it, to think the refurre(Sion a defirable 
thing. 

It may not be poflible to imagine every 
thing that might have been urged by the 
patrons of this oriental philofopby in its 
favour ; but we may eafily perceive in this 
work, that the principal fources of their 
miftakes were fuch as have been repre- 
fen ted above, efpecially their fixed perfua- 
fion concerning the pure benevolence of the 
Supreme Being ; confidering what their 

V^* h Xp^^^'f '^^ ^" 7^£(r^ou f TJilo yap Ex^t o ^ vcoUbs txfi^w, 

Horn. 16. fe<Sl. 16. p. 728- 

f Ou vtxpH; ryriyef^ou 'Vinuu, Horn. 2t feil. 22. p. 6«6- 

idea 
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idea of this pure benevolence was. For it 
was fuch as was incompatible with jujlicei 
fo that the very admiflion that God v^^sju^, 
was with them a proof that he was not that 
good being whom they placed at the head of 
the univerfe. 

In this work Simon fays, ** It is the pro- 
** perty of men to be fomc good, and others 
*• bad, but it belongs to God to be unmixed 
•*good*." Again, he fays, ** You muft 
f^ fav that the Creator either was a law- 
** giver, or not. If he was a law-giver, he 
<* was juft ; but if juft, he was not good ; 
•* and if fo, Chrift preached another god, 
** when he faid, Tberp is none good but one^ 
«* that is Godf.'" 

Though Simon avowed himfelf an enemy 
to chriftianity, he neverthelefs undertook to 
prove the truth of his fyftem with refpeft 
to the maker of the world from the fcrip- 

^ E7i /Acv vpoo^riv ccApuirotiy to xcoioii mai Kj aycAoi; • ru 9e 
Sw, T» flKrw/i^7« ayaSw etw«. Horn. 1 9. feft. 11. p. 746. 

•f- Auluca yow rev hfMUpyov cufloy :c^ w/xo^Tw fm eivou, mii)^' u/m 
8F yo(AO^£%; irnf. Summon ruyx'^vu ' itKou®- h wv, ayoB®- wt f riy. 
n Sir (w env, iiepof txnpKTtrvf Itktv; to ^cycnr ' Md/eu T^syt aya^^ 
yap ayc^ of crnr, vahp fv rotg ispcofoiu Horn. 18 • k&, I. 

P- 737- 

turcs. 
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tures^ as an argument ad hominem to Peter 
and the Jews ; alledging, as a proof that 
there was another god befides the Su- 
preme, the imperfeftions of Adam, who 
was made after the image of this god; 
his being punifhed by being caft out of 
paradife ; God's faying, L»et us defcend to fee 
ivBat is doing in Sodom ; Let us cajl out 
Adam^ lejl be Jhould eat of the tree of if e^ and 
live for ever ; his faying that he repented of 
his making man^ that he fmcllcd a fweet fa- 
vour, and that he tempted Abraham *. 

* KSaut 78V noS OfioMatv ouSU yeycmg A3b^ )y rufx®- kli^slat^ 
3y ywatv ar/a^ ty xtaxis hx ixwf vofoSeSolaij >c) vapa^oSng eupions" 
Nxi, jy Ttf vapoSiEurs tj^oOJJkuyy ^auaro rifAuptHsu . o/jLOiag Tt jy o 

>iyti ht3i% 3y Ko3a£avlig iiufiev u ksSx mv Kpatryry aulav Try epX'^M'^^^ 
Vfcgfis avvk>JiS)flM ' u 3i /iu, tva ym * x) ce/vottvla auicv htxnfii<riv . to 
2k tnniv vtpt t» ASo^ : €xSa?\jufAi9 ajkv^ fJfWFOii sxltivag mv x^^ 
rnlu a<^i!lcu TK {u\K m; ^ang^ )y ^(ZTd, >y ^nailau eig rov ouwfx^ to 
fiTrar poff/rug ceyvosi • to 5c iTTop/ayBiv^ fiimng payun ^rvrdou {tg Ttif 
mmoty x) f^ovii . )y to ysypa^^ai oli svs^fMi^ o Sfoj oli e/roivaev Tcy 

on^pofTrov. xj fAilxvost^ xj cxyvoa j^ to ytypa/p^ou^ xat 

offppca&n xvfiog o^fjt,7!v Evuiiag, tv^sag en, xourosTTi xvt<m aapnuv n<T^vyaa 
m aya^H ' to 3fe vapa^EiVy a; ysypcpjrlcuy km t^Eipourev wjpi®" tov 
AQpaaii^ HOMH^ KM TO Tc^o; t»k mrofAzvr,; oeyvotsH'IB' . Horn* 3. 
feft. 3 J. p. 642. 

All 
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All thefe circumftances he thought to be 
proofs cither of tmperfeSiion^ ignorance, envy^ 
vice, or Jeverity, in the being who is ftiled 
God, and who is fuppofed to be the maker 
and governor of the world ; who, therefore 
could not be the fupreme being, becaufe 
he is qmnifcient, and alfo abfolutely perfect 
and good. 

Asa proof that mention is made in the 
fcriptures of there being more gods than 
one, and that the great God was not of-^ 
fended at it, Simon alledges God's faying, 
** Adam is become one of us." The fer- 
pent's faying, *' Ye fliall be as gods;*' its 
being faid, " Thou (halt not curfe the 
** gods, nor fpeak evil of the ruler of thy 
•* people*. ** The gods who have not 
** made the heavens and the earth ihall 
** perifh," &c. Which he fays implied 
' that there were other Gods who had 
made the heavens and the earth. ^* The 
" Lord thy God, he is God of gods -f. 
" Who is like unto thee, O Lord, among 

* Exod* xxii. 28; + Dcut. X. 17. 

^Mhe 
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*' the Gods, The Lord ftandcth in the 
" congregation of the Gods*." 

He likewife pretended to bring proofs 
of his doftrine from the New Teflament. 
Thus^ in order to prove that there is an- 
other God befides him that is fupremely 
goody Simon alledges Chrilt's faying N^ 
man kncwetb the Father hut the Sony and 
bim to whom the Son Jball reveal bim ; as 
ify before this time^ the Father had been 
unknown to all. He alfo afTerted^ that 
Chrift reprefents one God as a juft and 
fevcrc being, and not a good one-f-* 

X£7£iy So;;, 1^ fAn xp^jncotrnv* vKi Tula rev ^bo», ru caJhf iia rojf 
^f^afftw at/hi «oX7^ ^eaq afUffHsvai . — O fisv w o^t^ u'Jtw mvi^c ug 
^M, ^ 9j\m ^9»}f (Eifim>; fmvilai • recJk fia»a» m j^ dio; tfioptvfmtv, 
tnrvfy, lin ytyo¥t¥ A^/m, m( si; nfAcn . Ai^ o rn^ <9roA^ ci9rMf ofi^ 
tofcu ^ag wi B-^£u<roOo . woXiv ru yvy ^a/f^ax ^taq a Kcpuikoynfftig .— • 
vo}s?^; onfACunt ^ag iy a7^7£, Seoi ot to¥ a^ooKf^ iy TrpfynraM STrom- 

^tav Kuptoi • x) 'scOdVy ^£og £di sv awexyoiyvi Ssow. Horn. i6. 
feA. 6. p. 725. 

f Kflx »7a>^ TOif 'Kyo aK/7» 'arawiv aywroj w o ^roTnp .— — ^cCspor 
urn iiHoxov (Twimri ^£c?v, ^cywv • Mn ^o^r^iUs otto ts a^oKTnvov?®* 
• TO ^4j^ m Jf 4'yx*' /**! 3waun« Ti '5ro<>i<rai • ^oCnSiflf rcy 3i/yaftfvoir 



MMI 
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It cannot be worth while at this day to 
give a fcrious anfwer to fuch arguments as 
thefc ; but it may not be amifs to (hew in 
what manner, and on what principles, they 
were anfwered in the age in which they 
were urged. With refpedt to the general 
fyftem of thefe philofophers, viz. that the 
fupreme being, or the God of gods, can 
produce other beings who may be properly 
called gods by generalion, the latter being as 
it were, the /ons of the former, Peter fays, 
** It is the property of the Father to be 
*• unbegotten, and of the Son to be be- 
** gotten ; but that which is begotten can- 
" not be compared with that which is un- 
** begotten, or felf begotten.'* Simon fays, 
*• Are they not the fame on account of g^- 
*• neration?'' meaning probably, their being 
produced from the very fubftance of the 
Father, Peter anfwered, " He who is not 
'* in all refpeds the fame with any other 

Talov f o^nSirrs . ■ — O 3c vduusvlx jy afji£t^ofAsvov Xsyov Scof, 
hcaicv atHoy t>} fufrsi <rmrrt(raf^ x) w aya^ov . Horn. 1 7 . k&» 4 5* 

•* cannot 
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^' cannot be entitled to the fame appella* 
.** tion**" He alfo fays, according to the 
philofophy of the age, that " the fouk 
^* of men are immortal, being from the 
' •* breath of God, and therefore of the fame 
** fubftance with him, but that they are 
/' not therefore gods-f-." 

This is by no means fuch an anfwer as 
one of the orthodox Fathers would have 
made. On the contrary, they always 
pleaded the propriety of the logos being 
called God^ and for the fame reafon that 
, Simon here alledges, viz. his being gC'^ 
net at ed from God, and. therefore, of his be- 
ing God of Gody as it is exprefled in the 
Nicene creed. In this work Peter is repre- 
fented as being more fcrupulous how he 
applied the term God *' Wherefore," 
fays he, " above all things confider that 

• n^ T87oi; 3)f, Ts 'ara7foj to /toj yryowSa cnv, vih 3k to 
ivffmr^ou * y^mlov 3e oeymiHa n i^ euloymnla h a-vTHpivelcu • ^ o 
Ztfcftw s^* » ':' m yivtcEi h Tcuflovsriv\ km o TUlpo^ epi* o fxn 
McOa 'savla to avlo av rivi^ to; aula^ aJlta 'saaag sx^ 'B^am^ua^ 
« iwoSai, Horn. 1 6. feft. 16. p.728, 

f Aa;wz km thIo fAo^u . ra ca^fttmuv ^oifjuaHa -^vxot; fx« o&a- 
vahiq^ Tnv t8 $£s mvcw/ nfjLfisafjisvai * xoi ex t8 ^in ns^&^wrai^ tik 
fuvetuh; wiou; £nv, ^cot 5e sx ficriv. Ibid. . 

Vol. I. K " none 
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*• none reigns with him, nor is any one cn- 
** titled to the appellation of God belides 
« himfelf ♦." 

' Eijually unlike the rcafoning of the ca- 
tholics is Peter's reply to the arguments of 
Simon from the Old Teftament. In an- 
fwer to what he alledged from the phrafc. 
Let us make man, viz. that '* two or more 
•* were implied, and not one only," Peter 
fays, '^ It is one who faid to his own 
*' wifdom. Let us make man. For this 
V wifdom is his own Spirit, always re- 
^' joicing with him, and it is united as a 
** foul to God, and is extended from him 
*' as a hand that maketh all things +." Ac- 
cording to the reafoning of this unitarian, 
God was only reprefented by Mofes as 
holding a foliloquy with himfelf, and not as 

* Aio 'sp 'savlm tmn^ ok ahi; aJlo» cwofX^i ^^ki; tik ca/k 
Moiwm ovofjtauriag^ rnlo in Ktyildu dto^ . Horn. 3. Ce&. 37.* 
p. 642. 

tif srtv^ TYi avk a-opa uvm * notYiO-a^csy oa&^<n . H* 3c ^of i» 
it»l iKlftidm h m avU^ »i x^ hfunfywa ivvav. Horn* 1 6. 

feft.'za* p. 727; 

ipcaking 
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{peaking to another intelligent perfon, which 
the orthodox Fathers fuppofed. His cam- 
sparing the wifdom of God to a hand ex- 
tended from him, was agreeable to the 
ideas of all the philofophical unitarians d£ 
the ^arly ages^ as will be feen in its proper 
place. 

With refpedt to the term God, Peter is 
reprefented as replying, that it is fometimes 
vfed in the fcriptures in an inferior fenie, 
fo that angels, and even men, may be called 
Gods ; but that this was far from amount- 
ing to the acknowledgment of fuch gods as 
Simon contended for. Peter alledges, that 
angels are fometimes called gods, and in- 
ftances in him who fpake in the bufh, and 
him who wreftled with Jacob. He alfo 
cbfervcs that Mofes is. called a God to 
Pharoah, though he was no more than a 
man. " To us/' he fays, " there is one 
" God, who made all things, and governs 
** all things, whofe Son Chrift is*." And 
whereas Simon had infinuated that, accord- 

vaUjt' s Kai xpiro; vio; . Horn. 16. fedl. 14. p. 727. 

K 2 ing 
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ing to the rule laid down by Mofes, to dif- 
tinguifli the prophets of the true God from 
thofe who fhould fpeak in the name of 
falfe gods, even though they fhould work 
miracles, Chrift ought to have been rejefted 
as a falfe prophet, or another god, Peter 
fays, "Our Lord never faid that there was 
any other God befidcs him that made 
all things, nor did he ever call himfelf 
" God ; but he pronounced him bleiTed 
" who called him the Son of God* J* 

Had not this curious piece of antiquity 
been imperfedt, and even been broken off in 
the very midft of the principal difputation 
between Peter and Simon, we might have 
known more concerning the ftate of the 
reafoning between the unitarian chriftians, 
and the oriental philofophers-f-. In what 

* O Ku^o^ YifjLuv^ s7« 3f«5 torn £f ScyfeJo, vofa tov Hli^cslkx rx 
'savla^ hJs auicv Secv uvcu amyopevffsp • wcv 3f Sea, th ra 'jsocAa dia- 
nofffArffxin^^ rev etfrcvla aukv^ &/KoY§t^ BfAOHOfioiv » Horn. 16. 
{e&, 15. p. 728. 

t It is probable, however, that we do not lofe much by 
this mutilation, as the Recognitions are entire, and this work 
Dr. Lardiier fuppofes to have been only another, and a 
later edition of the Homilies. He thinks fo bccaufe it is 
more finiflicd and artificial. Both the works^ he thinks, 

were 
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manner^ and dn what principles, the ortho* 
dox chriftians reafoned upon thefe fubje^ts, 
we have abundant information. 

As this work is the only one that is uni- 
verfklly allowed to be written by an uni- 
tarian-, in fo early a period*, I fhall con- 
clude this article with citing from it a few 
more paflages exprefSve of the unitarian 
principles. " The whole church," he 
fays, ** may be compared^ to a large fhip, 
** which carries a great number of men, 
*' who are defirous of going to inhabit a 
** city of fome good ftate, through a violent 
•* tempeft. Let the proprietor of this fhip 
^* be God, and the governor" (or mafter) 
*' Chrift, the lleerfman the bifliop, the 
** failors the prefbyters, Sec X' And Chrift 

vterc originally Ebionite, and therefore, that if there be any 
Arianifm in them, it has been interpolated, Credibilit}", 
vol.2. p:8i2. 

* Beaufobrc fuppofes that the author of theTeJlaments of 
thf twelve Patriarchs was an Ebioniie, and this appears to 
liave been written in a very early period: Others think 
it to have been the work of a Jew, and that it has been 
altered by a chriftian. 

X EoMcf yof oAoy to vpavfiat ty^ voCkinfflou; vw /txs7a>.n, Sia a^'i- 
pi xj^fjujvog avfpoc^ fepis^ at wo^O^v tottuv Qvisis% f^ou i^cat rivs; 

K 3 dyx'^TK 
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is reprcfented as joining with the reft in 
praying to God for a prbfperous voyage ♦• 

The demiurgus of the Gnoftics was not 
the fupreme being, but an inferior one» and 
according to the catholics^ it was the logos, 
or Chrift ; but in this work the fupreme 
being himfelf is reprefented as the derni* 
Tirgias, or the imniediate creator of all 
things ^. 

The term gen&ration was applied both by 
the Gnoftics and by the orthodox to the 
Supreme Being ; but this writer fays, •* To 
•< beget is the property of naen, not of 
^' God$/' 

All the unitarians of antiquity refolutely 
held what they called the monarchy of the 

aycAig BoffO^ia^ mcOnv ouaxp 9t^cvlai. sroi^ fJLtv kv v/mv o raving 

rmffKoiritiy ot vmJIcu vfSffCyltfoii^ oi roixfitfx"^ iicatcvot^, oi favro>^ayqi 
toiixalnx'io'iv^ roig sTTiCalaif to roiv diojpm '^>90&'y i«) puQ» o xoo-- 
IM^^ ou ay\v7[yoicu rmi wti^oTfMiiy ot ^tuyfioi ttm ot m^woi km vaif^ 
loidnrsu^?<t^igrouiT^u(Vfjudu;. Epift. feft. 14. p. 609. 

Ot OB 'moefltq T6) ^£0) mtfi t8 }ifta 'ST^tttv 'ffpcaiux^aSMrav* 
ScA. 15. ibid. 

f Ofjuo; aJlc; /juai®' iififisg oTytXav j^ tmuficSav, ^Mi; viVfioSi 
fcvtttjpyw«^, «I7W8 rttg Hpamg. Horn. 3. (cSt. 33. p. 641, 

J Oft TO ymeof avipwrw mr, « 9«» Horn, ig. fcft. 10. 
p. 746.' 

Supreme 
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Smpremt Goi^ the father of alL This was 
urged againit the trinitarians who made a 
ftcond God of Chrift; and it is urged by 
Peter againft Simon^ faying, ^' He ought to 
•' be rejeded, who even liftens to any thing 
** againft the monarchy of God*." 

Cotderius fays^ that there are interpola-- 
tions of Arians in this work. But if there 
be any fuch, they have efcaped my notice. 
There is, however, a pretty evident inter- 
polation of fome trinitarian in it, viz. ia 
the doxology. ^' Thine is the eternal 
** praife, and glory [to the Father, to the 
•• Son, and to the Holy Spirit] for ever, 
" Amen -|-.'* That the words inclofcd ia 
brackets are an interpolation, is evident, 
not only from their holding a language en-- 
tircly diflFerent from that of the whole 
work, but from the aukwardnefs and inco- 
herence with which they are introduced, 
after a pronoun in the fingular number* 
viz. thine. The interpolater would have 

mm cuutrctt n toh^mt SeMyro^ Horn. 3. fed* 9. p. 636. 
Pi 7uf ^UffiKafla; amaSm a(m». Horn. 3. k&. 72. p. 650. 

K 4 concealed 
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concealed his defign better, if he had writ- 
ten together with the Son and Spirit. It 
will be fcen in its proper place, that this 
form of doxology, in which glory is given 
^ to the Holy Spirit, was complained of as an 
innovation in the time of Bafil, and that it 
was altogether unknown before the council 
of Nice, 

The philofophical opinions that appear 
to have been held by the author of the 
Clementines and Recognitions are abfurd 
enough, but they were thofe of the age in 
which they were written, and, therefore, 
require no particular apology. He ^onfi- 
dered God as being in the form of man *. 
But this is an opinion that is generally af- 
cribed to the Jews, as we may fee in the 
works of Agobard-f-J. It is alfo well 

* Km HifAMv tpi . 7&£>>cv et^ivai TlsIpE £i a>^a)f 'srircm; 0% n 

a}^f^fjO HifjLtiJv^Hlotf ff^etv vs^^i^o^dpi/xoi Horn, 16. fe6l, ig. 
p. 728. 

+ Deum efle corporeum, audire, & vidcre corpus ho- 
tninis ad imaginem Dei factum. Synopfis, 

t Dicunt denique Deum fuum efle corporeum, & cor* 
poreis liniamentis per membra diftindum, Sc alia quidem 
parte iUum audire ut nos, alia Videre, alia vero loqui, ve) 
aliud quid agere j ac per hoc humanum corpus ad ima« 

ginen^ 
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known' to have been the opinion of Melito, 
the chriftian bilhop of Sardis^ and from hioi 
Tertullian is thought to have derived the 
fame notion. Indeed, this Atitbropomor'- 
pbitifm^ Beaufobre fhews to have been com- 
mon in the chriftian church *. The thing 
that is moft objectionable in the condu^ of 
this work is, that the writer thought arti^ 
Jice might be fafely employed to promote a 
good caufe, and he exemplifies this princi-* 
pie in a curious manner. But this dan- 
gerous maxim was. generally admitted by 
the philofophers of that age. All the ufc 
that I would now make of this work is to 
exhibit the principles of the oriental phi- 
lofophy, as held by one who did not prof^fs 
chriftianity, that they may be compared 
with thofe of the chriftian Gnoftics, whicl^ 
I (hall now proceed to explain. 

ginem Dei faAum, excepto quod ille digitos manuum ha- 
beat inflexibiles ac rigentcs, utpote qui nihil manibus ope- 
retur. Sederc autem more terreni allicujus regis in folio, 
quod a quatuor circumferatur beftiis, & magno quamvis 
palatio contineri. Dejudakis SuperJiitionibuSy p* 75. 
* Hiftoirc de Manichcifme, vol. i. p. 501. 

No 
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No iBConfiderable argument for the an- 
tiquity of the Clementines may be drawn 
from the writer of them fuppoiing that 
Chrift preached only one year, which I have 
fhewn to have been the opinion of the an- 
cients in general^ and which, from the cir- 
cumftances of the gofpcl hiftory, muft be 
the truth ; as I think I have proved in the 
Differ tations prefixed to my Harmony of tbc 
Gojptls^ and in my Letters to the bijhop of 
Waterford. •* If Chrift," fays Peter, in 
his difputation with Sihion, ^^ appeared 
^' and converfed only in vifion, why did 
/^ he, as a teacher, converfe a whole year 
^* with his difciples, who were i^wake * ?" 

a fu» ejxi^ imSav cnv ' fut rt o^tf maJfoi typnyopcanv vafo/jtivaw 
ftfuVicrEv 9 Jdtxmi?^ • Hom. 17. {c&. 19. p. 736. 
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CHAP. III. 

Of the Principles of the Chriftian Gnojlics. 

T»^oTWiTHSTANDiNG the extreme repug- 
nance between the principles of the 
oriental philofophy, and thofe of chrifti- 
anity, many perfons who were addiftcd to 
that philofophy, were likewife fb much im- 
preiied with the evidence of the divine mif- 
fion of Chrift, that they could riot refufe to 
believe it ; and yet, being ftrongly attached 
to their former principles, they endeavoured 
to retain both. Nor can it be doubted but 
that they were very fincere in their profef- 
fion. Indeed, in that age there was no ex- 
ternal temptation for any man to become a 
chriftian. Simon Magus was tempted witii 
the fight of the miracles which Peter 
wrought, and efpecially his power of com- 
municating the Holy Spirit; but it would 
foon be evident, that this was a gift that 
could not be exercifed at plcafure, and 
therefore couH not anfwer the purpofe of 
any pretended converts ; and wealth and 

I power 
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power were not then on the fide of chrif- 
tianity. 

Befides, wc are not to fuppofc that every 
perfon who profefled chriftianity, embraced 
it in all its purity, or immediately refigned 
himfelf to the full and proper influence of 
it ; and leafl of all are we to fuppofe that 
every perfon who believed it to be true, was 
refolved to expofe himfelf to all hazards in 
adhering to it. Many perfons ^ho had 
been addi(5ted to phijofophy (in every fyftem 
of which the dodrines concerning God, 
and his intercourfe with the world, were pri* 
mary articles) would coniider chriftianity as 
a new and improved fpecies of philofophy, 
and (as they had been ufed to do with rc- 
fpeft to other fyftems) they would adopt, or 
rejed, what they thought proper of it, and 
in doing this would naturally retain what 
was moft confonant to the principles to 
which they had been long attached. Greater 
numbers ftill would content themfelves 
with ranking themfelves with chriftians 
while they were unmolefted, but would 
abandon chriftianity in tifne of perfecution, 
not thinking it necefTary to maintain any 

truth 
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truth at the hazard of life» liberty^ or pro* 
pcrty. 

Chriftianity would, of courfc, find per- 
fons in every poflible difpoiition and flate 
of mind, and would therefore be received 
with every poflible variety of eflfeft ; and in 
all cafes time would be requiiite to the full 
underilanding both of its principles, and its 
requirements, and to feparate the proper 
profeflbrs from the improper and unworthy. 
Of this we may be fatisfied by reading 
the apoflolical epiflles, where we find ac- 
counts of perfons who claflTed themfelves 
with chriflians, and yet both difbelieved 
fome of its mofl fundamental do<3:rines^ 
and likewife allowed themfelves in pradtices 
which it ftridtly prohibited. This con- 
tinued a long time after the age of the 
apoftles, as ecclefiaftical hifl:ory teftifies. 

With refpedt to opinions held by any 
perfons who called themfelves chriflians, 
and which were foreign to the genuine 
principles of chriftianity, it is evident to 
any perfon who attentively perufes the apof- 
tolical epiflles, that they are all reducible 
to one clafs. The writers fometimes fpcafc 

of, 
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of, or allude to, one of their errors or prac*^ 
tices, and fometimcs to another of them ; 
but we no where find that they were of two 
or more claffes. And we if colleft all that the 
apoftles have occafionally dropped concern- 
ing berefy^ we fhall find that ail the articles 
of it make no more than onefyjlem ; and that 
this was, in all its features, the very fame 
thing with that which, in the age after the 
apoftles, was univerfally called Gnofticifmi 
the leading principles of it being thoie 
\ehich have been reprefcnted as belonging 
to the oriental philofophy, and to have 
been afcribcd to Simon Magus in the C/f- 
mentines, viz. that matter is the fource of all 
evil, and therefore, that the commerce of 
the fexcs is not to be encouraged, and the 
refurredlion no defirable thing, 

Hiftory, however, fliows that there were 
two diftin<3: kinds of the Gnoftics, who 
equally held the general principles above- 
mentioned; and thefe were the yews and 
the Gentiles. It is to the former only that 
the apoftle Paul ever alludes ; and accord- 
ingly we find, by the unanimous teftimony 
of all ecclefiaftical hiftory, the Jewifti 

Gnoftics 
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Gnoftics (at the head of whom Cerinthus 
is placed) appear before any of the others. 
That thi& man himielf was fo early as 
Epiphanius reprefents him» viz.^ as op«. 
pofing Peter ^. may not perhaps be de« 
pended upon; but the tradition of John 
meeting with him at Ephefus-f- is not im- 
probable, efpecially as his kOi is fpoken of 
as being moft prevalent in Afia Minor ;{;« 
The Nicolaitans, concerning whom we are 
much in the dark, we may be almoft cer- 
tain were GnofUcs, from what is mentioned 
of them in the book of Revelation, and 
from other Gnoflics being faid to be de« 
rived from them || • 

Thefe authorities are much ftrengthened 
by an attention to the adtual ftate of things 

* Hser.iS. vol. i. p.m. 

t Eufeb. Hift. lib. 3. cap. 28. p. 1 23. and lib. 4, cap, 
X4. p. f6i. 

X Ev raJk ya^ tyi 'aalptfi^ ^nfju 3e Affui^ oPOm xn ly th FaAdSut, 
vam rpiijuzat to tuIuv itiotanaXaov . Epiphaaiud Hxr« 28. 
vol. I. p. 114. 

Moo'fxu txiifutij^M fn/4* 3f Vwfmoi^ ice. Ibkl. Hift. 85. vol. i, 
P- 77- 

among 
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among chriftians in the age of the apoftles. 
For we there find no certain trace of that 
dodlrine which moft of all diftinguiflied the 
Gno^>ics in the following age, viz. that 
the fupreme God, the Father of Jefus 
Chrift, was not the being who made the 
world, or gave the law to the Jews. The 
Gnoftic teachers who oppofed the apoftles 
were Jews, who together with a moft rigid 
adherence to the law (and confequently 
firmly believing it was the true God who 
made the world, who gave the law by 
Mofes, and laftly fpake to men by Jefus 
Chrift) held every other principle that is 
afcribed to the Gnoftics, as will be clearly 
fcen when I come to the detail of them. 
They were therefore, in all refpedls, the 
fame that the Cerinthians are defcribed to 
have been. From the mean opinion which 
they entertained of matter^ and their con- 
tempt of the body, they would not allow 
that the man Jefus was the Chrift ; but 
they either fuppofed that he was man only 
in appearance, having nothing more than 
the femblance of a body, fo as to deceive 

thofe 
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thoie who converfcd with him ; or if he 
had a real body» it was feme celeflial in- * 
telligence^ fome principal emanatibn from 
the fuprcme beings that was properly the 
Cbrijl. This Chrift they faid entered into 
him at his baptifm^ and quitted him at his 
death* 

That' the authors of herefy in the time 
of the apoftles were chiefly Jews, is evi- 
dent from a variety of circumflances^ and 
mxf be inferred particularly from Tit. i. 9. 
&c. Holding fajl the faithful word, as he has 
been taught, that he may be able by found doc^ 
trine both to exhort and convince the gainfayers. 
For there are many unruly and vain talkers 
and deceivers, efpecially they of the circumci^ 
Jum, whofe mouths muft be flopped^ whofubvert 
whole houfes teaching things which they ought 
not, for filthy lucres Jake. Wherefore rebuke 
tbemjharply, that they may be found in the 
faith J not giving heed to Jewijlo fables, and 
commandments of men that turn from the 
truth. The pcrfons who oppofed Paul at 
Corinth were alfo evidently Jews, and fo 
was Alexander at Ephefus. 

Vol. I. . L My 
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My objeft, as I have obferved already^ 
' does not require that I fhould enter very 
minutely into the hiftory of the Gnoftics, 
I {hall therefore only give an outline of 
fhelr fyftem; but this will contain a view 
of all their diftiriguiftiing tenets, (hewing 
the dependence they had on each other, and 
efpecially their influence with refpeS to 
chriftianity, as it was held by thofe who 
were not Onoflics, and as it continues to 
be held by many to this day. l^o each ar-* 
tide, I fhalJ likewife fubjoin a view of 
each tenet as it may be inferred from the 
New Teftament, that no doubt may be en- 
tertained of thefe being the very heretics 
alluded to there, and of courfe of their being 
i\iQ only heretics in that age; which is an 
article of great importance in my general 
argument. 

It feems probable, that Gnofticifm was 
in a great meafure repreffed by the writings 
of the apoftles, as we do not find that the 
Gnoftics made any great figure from that 
time till the reign of Adrian, when feveral 
diflinguifhed teachers of that doctrine made 

their 
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their appearance ; as Cerdon, who is faid 

^^ • 

by Eufebius, to have been of the fchool of 
Simon*, and to have appeared in the time 
of Hyginus, the feventh bifhop of Rome 
from the time of the apoftles, Marcion of 
Pontus, v^ho fuccceded him, and who was 
living in the time of Juftin Martyr -f* 5 but 
cfpecially Bafilides of Alexandria, and Va- 
Icntinus, the moft celebrated of them all, 
and whofe followers were the moft nu- 
merous in the time of TertullianJ, and 
continued to be fo till the time of Manes, 
who was after the council of Nice. From 

* ISjtfiw riq cnro rm 'ospi rov Xtfjuava to; apopfMOf ^aSwy hcu 
wininiJB/fra/i £v Tn '?aiiJon vxi Tyivn ivakv n^'supof tti; vma%07rmng iiaSoxm 
€aro Ttfy A^oroXon/ ex°^^^ eiiiiaie rov utto tk vofja ^ 'mpo^luv x£K€- 
fUYfUV09 ^iotf iM\ eiVM Ilalepa th Kju^ih n/jiuv Inam x^irts • rov fjLsv yap 
yvtfpitcr^M * rov ^e cpymlov f nvu . jy rov fjt&f iixaiov * rof h ayakf 
vTrafXJ^tv . iiaj^EiofAsvoi h au^ovMa^ojv o liofltHo;^ nuinn to Siioff^ 
JK^K^fov, cmYipu&pia<rixsv(i>i ^hafftprnim* Hift. lib. 4. cap, Ii, 

P'SS 

•f Mafxima h 7ivx, Hovlucov, 0; k^ Vuv s% sri iiiauTHajv rig «•«- 
BofjLSvagy cOOsov iva vofju^siv fjuii^ova 7 a SrifjuHfya Sfov . Of Mala "srav 
yfv®- av^fHOTTuv, Sia ':y\g 7W Scufioviiv (Ti/A^inf/ta^, 'SsoT^g nBVj[Qiym 
^KoffpiiMO^Tssytiv , Apol. I. p. 43. 

i" Valentiniani frequentiffimum plane collegium inter 
haereticos. Adv. Valentinianos, fe£t. i. p. 250. 

L 2 that 
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that time his fyftcm, called the Manichean^ 
was the moft predominant. 

It fliould feem, however, that the pre- 
ceding Gnoftic fyftems had been in fome 
irieafure reprefled before the council of 
Nice, but that they revived about the fame 
time that Manes appeared. For Theodoret 
fpeaks of the herefies of Marcion, Valen- 
tinus, Manes, and other docetas, as being 
revived in his time*. Theodoret fpeaks 
of about a thoufand Marcionites in his 
dioccfe, and the great number of books 
that were publifhed againft them in the 
fecond century, (hews, as Dr. Lardner ob- 
fcrves, the prevalence of his do(a:rine+; 

Gnofticifm prevailed moft in the Eaft; 
for the principles of it were more agree- 
able to thofe of the oriental philofophy, 
which was, in feveral refpefts, diiFercnt 
from that of Plato, which prevailed more 
in the Weft; though Egypt, where Pla- 

cupicn avlw a^iiH^ui nfi>Msvofi€v , Ep. 82. Opera, vol. 3. p»953. 
t Hiflory ot Heretics, vol. x. p. 210. 

tonifm 
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tonifm prevailed as much as in any place 
whatever, was likewife diftinguifhed . by- 
giving rife to fome very eminent Gnoftics* 
Rome, it is obferved, was more free from 
Gnofticifm than moft other places. It is 
faid, however, by Epiphanius, to have been 
introduced there in the time of Anicctus*. 
The principles of this fyftem, whatever 
we may think of it at prefent, muft have 
been exceedingly captivating at the time of 
their publication, as many excellent men 
were much taken with them. This was the 
cafe with Epiphanius 'f. with the father 
of Gregory NazianzenJ, and the famous 
Auftin who is well known to have been a 
Manichean. I fliall now proceed to mark 
the diftinguifhing features of the Gnoftics ; 
and this is fo uniformly done by all the 
writers who mention them, that there is 
no danger of miftaking them for thofe of 
any other fedt whatever, 

<try >jjf/affv t»jj Ka^OKpa iiiacrxct>ua^ iiefjLE^acra *so>^i row tK^i7Z 

Hacr. 27. vol. I. p. 107. 
tHaer.26. vol.1, p. 99. jOr. 19. Opera, p. 297. 
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SECTION I. 

Of the Pride of the Gnojiics. 

AS the Gnoftics were generally perfons of 

education, ami addidled to the ftudy of 

philofophy, the moft confpicuous feature 

in their general chara^er, was their prides, 

their contempt of the vulgar, and of their 

opinions, boafting of their own knowledge^ 

and being proud of their fuperiority to 

others. They reprefented their inftitution 

as more refined than that of other chriftians, 

and pretended to a degree of perfedlion 

which other chriftians did not claim. This 

feature is equally marked by the chridian 

Fathers, and the apoftlcs ; and it wiil be 

feen, in its proper place, that, in oppofition 

to them, the unitarian chriftians were con- 

lidered as weakj and fimple people ^ in all re- 

fpefts the very reverfe of the Gnoftics. 

Irenaeus fays, that the Gnoftics pretended 
to perfcdtion, and called themfclves fpi- 

ritual I 
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ritual * J and he fays, that they called 
the orthodo:^ 4wx'*»'f carnal 'f. Clement 
Alei^andrinus alfo fpeaks of the Gnoflics 
*• %s pretending to perfeftion, .boafting 
•* of more knowledge than the apoftjes; 
^' whereas Paul himfelf lays, that he had 
** not yet attained, nor was already per- 
^* fcdt J/' But I have no occafion to 
quote many authorities for a circumftance 
which marks the Gnoftics wherever they 
appear; and it is equally evident, that there 
were teachers pf chriflianity pretending to 
the fame fuperiority of knowledge and per- 
fcdion in the time of the apoftles. 

The firft certain evidence of the exiftence 
of the Gnoftic dodrine in the chriftiaa 

^ Plurimi auteni & contemptores fadi, quad jam per- 
fedi, fine reverentia, & in contcmptu viventesi femet ipfos 
fpidtales vocant, & fe nofle jam dicunt eum qui fit intra 
pleroma ipforum refrigerii locum. Lib. 3. cap. 15. 

P- 237- 

f Akx TOTo w rtfjuxi ^i/xP^ ovoyaiaffu Lib. I. chap. I. 

saX£<y ij yvfpfixiti vxsp tov Avosxl^^oif ^pcrnlf^, ^ucnufuvoi re )^ p^ucei' 
71 riin T£liku»i4at. Vxd, lib. I. cap. 6. p. ^07* 

L 4 church 
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church is at the time of Paurs writing his 
iirft epiftle to the Corinthians, which was 
probably in the year 56 ; and the falfe 
teachers of that place are diftindly marked 
by the apoftles for their pride, conceit, and 
high pretenfions to wifdom. In oppo- 
fition to their pretended deep knowledge, 
theapoftle fays, i Cor. i. 18. The preaching 
of the crofs is fooliflmefs to them that per tfb^ 
but to us who arefaved it is the power of God. 
iii. 18. het no man deceive himfelf If any 
man among you fee m to be wije in this world^ 
let him become a fool that he may be wife. 
He feems to allude to their pretended 
fpirituality and refinement, when he fays, 
/ could not fpeak unto you as unto fpiritual^ 
hut as unto carnaU tven as to babes in Chrifi. 
He likewife fpeaks ironically of their pre-* 
tenfions to luifdom, i Cor. iv. 1 o. We arc 
fools for Chrijl'sfake, but ye are wife in Chrifl^ 
and X. 15. I fpeak as unto wile en, judge ye 
what I fay. That they were Gnoftics who 
corrupted the gofpel at Corinth, is evident 
from the 15th chapter of this epiftle, where 
it appears, that they explained away the 
doftrine of the refurreClion. 

Thcfe 
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Thefe teachers are diftinguiflied by the 
fame features at Ephefus not.long after this^ 
as we find, i Tim. vi. 3. If any man teach 
otherwifc^ and confent not to wbolefome wordsj 
even the words of our Lord Jefus Cbrtjl^ and 
to the doBrine which is according to godlinefs, 
be is froudy knowing nothings but doting about 
quejiions and Jirifes of words ^ &c. In the 
epiftle to the Colofilians, chap. ii. 18. the 
ap6ftle cautions the chriftians againfl thoie 
■who intruded into things which they bad not 

feen^ being vainly puffed up in their flejbly 
minds^ which could be no other than the fame 
defcription of men. It is alfo probable that 
they were the fame perfons that the apoftlc 
James alluded to, chap. iii. 13. Who is a wife 
man^ and indued with knowledge among you ; 
Let him Jfoew^ out of a good converfation^ his 
works with meeknefs ofw'ifdom. Let us now 
fee what kind of knowledge thefe Gnoftics 
bad to be fo proud of. 



SEC.. 
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SECTION II. 

Tenets of the GnoJiics.'-^Oftbe Origin of Evil ^ 

and the DoSlrine of Mons. 

■ 

^LL the Gnoftics were pcrfuaded, that 
evil had fome other caufe than the fu- 
prcme being, but, perhaps, none of them 
t)cfore Manes held that it arofe from a 
principle abfolutcly independent of him* 
Bardefanes maintained that evil was not made 
by God*. Marcion, Cerdon, and Manes, 
all held that the devil and demons were 
unbegottcn -f-. Valentinus held that mat- 
ter was felf-exiftent, and the caufe of evil :};. 
But the great boaft of the Gnollica was 
their profound and intricate doftrine coa- 

* /^lIottov YtynfjiM 10 XcyEJV Vfioi to koocov vtto T8 ^iH ytyevn^ai^ 

O Sfo^ yap KOKdiv avculi®-. Origcn Contra Marcionitas, p. 

70,71. 

•j" Toy Je Sia^oXov Jy ts^ vtt vceivu T£W?a5 ?<»//tcva^, Kola rug 

fAapHimoi^ fCf Kf^?«w^, x^ mgMavevlog fjuj^n;, JiKoytwrUa; sivm fofjtsy.* 

Theodoret Ha?r. Fab. lib. 5. cap. 8. vol. 4. p. 268. 

J AiOTTe^ eSoIev /ao<, cuvuTrapx^iv te otulu^ a ravofxa i/^nr ii vg 

rtgi^Ta naxa wcu ioKsi, Origen Contra Marcionitas, p. 88. 

cerning 
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cerning the derivation of various intelli^ 
gences from the fupreme mind, which they 
thought to be done by emanation or efflux. 
And as thefe were equally capable of pro- 
ducing other intelligences in the fame 
manner, and fome of them were male and 
others female, there was room for endlefs 
combinations of them ; fo that the genea-- 
logy of thefe intelligences, or aons^ as they 
were called, muft have been a very intricate 
bufinefs. 

Bafilides held that the unbegotten pro- 
duced nous^ that logos was produced (or pro-* 
Jated) from nous, that phronejis [that is, 
thoughi\ came from logos ; from pbronefis 
came wifdom and power, and from thefe 
angels and archangels, and that thefe made 
the heavens *. Marcion was the firft who 
faid that there were three gods-f-j mean- 

* 'Ejpvfi'i yap tov ayswtHov vnv ^sfpulcv ytwno'Mf at Se t« voog 
wpcQ>»j^ai TOV ^oyov, ^povrvnv Js owro t8 X07», a/so is. tjjj ^pomnioi 
i^o^tav x^ iuvofjuf^ EX Sk rnlav ayfs}^; /j apxayfi^i * '''it^ni is infjun^ 
^nvToi Toy 8^xoy. Ihcodoret. Haer. Fab. lib. i. fed. 4. vol. 
4. p. 194. 

t llfdfloi yap MapmiJV o a^zMo^^ o vpoilog 7f&^ dcs; wkuv. 

Cyrilli. Jer. Cat. 16. p. 226* 
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ing, perhaps, the three gods of Simon 
above-mentioned, viz. the fupremc being, 
him that made the vvrorld, and him that 
gave the law. For I do not find that any 
of thofe who believed that there was an- 
other maker of the world beiides the fu- 
preme being, thought that there was any 
other evil being, or devily diftinft from 
him ; it being imagined that, upon either 
hypothefis, the origin of evil, which was 
the problem to be refolved by all thefe 
fchemes, was fufEciently accounted for. 

The Gnoftics alfo held that thefe fupe- 
rior intelligences might occafionally come 
in the form of men, to inftrudt the world. 
Such they imagined Chrift to have been. 
Simon Magus pretended to be one of thefe 
great powers ; and, it is faid, that Manes 
maintained that he was the Paraclete pro- 
mifed by Chrift *• 

The moft complicated fyftem of asons is 
that of Valentinus, of which we have a 
particular account in Irenasus, from which 

O h iwTfftQni Mawjj, 'zaulav twau rev imo xp^^ tJSfA^eiUof 
mofOM^Jtoy iiTTuv e7oA/t*u<rey, Cyrilli. Jer. Cat. 16. p. 226. 

his 
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his editor Grabe has drawn out a diftindt 
table, which he has inferted in his edition 
of Irenaeus. 

As it is no Where faid that Valentinus, 
or Bafilides, or, indeed, any of the earlier 
Gnoftics whofe names have come down to 
us, were the original inventors of the fyf- 
tem of aeons, it may be concluded to be a 
part of the ancient oriental philofophy, 
and therefore to have exifted long before 
the age of the apoftles. It may be pre- 
fumed, at lead, that, in fome form or other, 
it was held by the Gnoftics of their time, 
and that thefe were the endlefs genealogies of 
which Paul makes fuch frequent mention, 
as idle and vain ; and, indeed, nothing could 
be more fo than the dodtrine of the intri- 
cate relations that thefe aoas bore to each 
other. The genealogies of particular Jew- 
i(h families could never have furnifhed any 
caufe of difpute or inquiry to the Gentile 
chriftians at Ephefus, and other places, 
where we read of there being diftuVbances 
on account of thefe things. But the ge- 
nealogies of the Gnoftic seons made a con- 

fiderable 
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fiderable part of a general fyftem of faith ^ 
very capable of deeply interefting thofe who 
gave much attention to them. 

The paffages in the New Tcftamcnt, in 
which mention is made of thefe fabulous 
genealogies, are the following, i Tim. i. 3. 
I befoughi thee to abide Jiill at Ephefus^ when 
1 went into Macedonia^ that thou migbteji 
charge fome that they teach no other dodlrine^ 
neither give heed to fables^ and endlefs genea^ 
logies, which minijier queftions^ rather than 
godly edijyingy which is in faith. Ch. iv. 6. 
If thou put the brethren in remembrance of 
thefe things ^ thou fhalt be a good minijier of 
Jefus Chrift, nourijhed up in words of faith ^ 
and of good doStrine^ whereunto thou hajl at^ 
tained ; but rejufe prophane and old wives fa^^ 
bles^ Ch, vi. 20. O Timothy^ keep that which 
is committed to thy trujiy avoiding prophane 
and vain babblings and oppojitions of fcience 
fafely fo called. 2 Tim. ii. 15. Study to 
jhew thyjef approved unto God^ a workman 
that needeth not to be ajhamed^ rightly di^ 
viding the word of truth % but jhun prophane 
and vain babblings^ for they will increafe unto 

I more 
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more ungodlinefs. And theit word will eat as 
does a canker ^ of whom is Hymenaus and Pbi^ 
letus^ who concerning the truth have erred^ 
faying that the refurreStion is pafl already, 
and overthrow the faith of fame. 

As the perfons here defcribed were moft 
evidently Gnoflics, it is almoft impoflible 
not to conclude that the prophane and vain 
babblings J fynonymous no doubt to iho fablei 
and endlefs genealogies , were fomc part of the 
Onoftic fyAem j and in this fherd is no^ 
thing to which they can be imagined to cor- 
refpond belide that of the s^ons. It is, no 
doubts the fame thing to which the apoftld 
alludes^ iTim.ii. 23. Butfoofi/h and unlearned 
quejlions avoids knowing that they do gender 
Jirife. Tit iii. 9. But avoid foolijh queflions and 
genealogies^ and contentions ^ andflrivings about 
the law y for they are unprofitable and vain. A 
man that is an heretic after the fir jl andfeccnd 
admonition y reject. The Gnoftics, as will 
be (hewn hereafter, were the only heretics 
of that age J, and therefore the genealogies 
here mentioned muft have been feme part 
of their fyftem. 

It 
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It is probable^ that the apoftle Paul 
might allude to the great refpedt paid 
to thefe invifible aons^ by what he fays 
of the wot/hipping of angels^ and intrude 
ing into thofe things which a man has not 
feen^ vainly puffed up in bis Jlejhly mind. Col. 
ii. i8. as the laft circumftance evidently 
marks the Gnoftics. And as they pre- 
tended to gct2A/pirituality and diflike of the 
jlejh^ the apoftle might intend a farther re- 
buke to them by inftnuating that their 
minds were fleftily. 

Laftly, it is poflible that the apoftle Peter 
might allude to thefe idle Gnoftic fables, 
when he faid, aPet.i. i6. IVe have not foir- 
lowed cunningly devijed fables, &c. 
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SECTION III. 

The Do^rine ef the Gnoftics concerning the 

hr H £ R £ was fometiuDg peculiar in the 
dodlrine of the Gnoftics^ with re- 
ipeifib to the foul. As it was a funda- 
mental principle with all the ancients^ that 
there could be no proper creation^ aiid 
confequently that fouls, not being ma- 
teria], nor yet created out of nothing, 
fjmpe either parts detached frdmi the foul 
of the unlverfe, or emanations from the 
divine mind, this doctrine was held by 
the Gnodics. And as fome men are vi-* 
cious and others virtuous, it was fup- 
pofed that their fouls had two different 
origins, and were therefore good or bad by 
nature^ the good having fprung from the 
divine mind, mediately^ or immediately^ 
and the bad having had fome other origin^ 
the fame froni which every thing e'oil was 
Vol. L' M fuppofed 
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fuppofed to have fprung. They likewife held 
that the future fates of men depended upon 
their original nature. Saturninus, Theo- 
doret fays, held that " there were two 
'^ kinds, of fouls, the one good, and the 
'* other bad ; and that they had this dif- 
** ference from nature, and that as the evil 
^* daemon aflifted the bad, fo the Saviour 
*• came to aflift the good*." Origen fays, 
that the difciples of Bafilides and Va- 
lentinus, held that " there is a kind of 
*' fouls that are always faved, and never 
** perifli, and others that always perifh, 
** and are never faved +." He alfo fays 
that '' Marcion introduced different kinds 

* Avo; T«y av^puTTW uvau Xr/ft ^iafo^ci^j Jt^, ns; fxsv uvau or/at- 

9e V9\mfcov ^aufjujvdjv roi; wovn^oi; avixTrparrloyiuv^ rjXS^f, ^rmr, • 
XoiTwf tTrofAwoL roig aya^oi;. Hacr. Fab. lib. i. cap. 3. 
vol. 4. p. 194. 

t Nefcio quomodo qui de fchola Valentina ct Bafilidis 

veniunt, haec ita a Paulo difta non audientes, putent cffe 

fiaturam animarum qux fcmper falva fit, ct nunquam 

pcreat, ct aliam quae fenipcr peicat ct nunquam falvetur. 

In Rom. Opera, vol. 2. p. 596. 

2 ^Of 
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•* of fouls*." This dodrinc of the ori- 
ginal difference of fouls, is likewife well 
known to have been part of the Mani- 
chean fyftem ; and therefore a confiderable 
topic of argument with Auftin, ^nd others 
who wrote againft the Manicheans, is to 
prove that men are not wicked by nature^ 
but from the abufe of free will. On 
this fubje(3; Auftin, who wrote againft the 
Manicheans in the early part of his life, 
advanced many excellent things in favour 
of free will, and the natural power of 
man to do good and evil, which he con- 
tradicted when he afterwards wrote againft 
the Pelagians. We find this dodtrine of 
fateafcribed to Simon in the Recognitions ^jc^ 
As the Gnoftics were always ready to 
alledge the fcriptures in fupport of their 
dodtrines, they pretended to have an autho-^ 
rity in them even for this part of their 
fyftem ; for Cyril of Jerufalem fays, that 

* Marcion tamen, et omnes qui diverib figmentis yariag 
jntroducunt animarum naturas. Ibid. p. 479. 

i £t Simon nefcio inquit fi vel hoc ipfum fciam. Unuf- 
^uifque enim (icut ei fato decerniciur vel £ipit aliquid, 
vd intelligit, vd patitur- Lib. 3. cap. 22. p. 523- 

M 2 *' feme 
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** fomc inferred from i Johniii. lo. By 
^* this we know the ckiildren of God, and the 
** the children of the Devil , that fome men 
** were to be faved, and others to be damned 
** by nature. But this holy fonfhip," he 
fays, ** we arrive at, not from neceflity, but 
^* choice. Neither," adds he, ** was Judas 
*' the traitor the fon of the devil, or de- 
" ftru6tion, by nature*." 

As thefe Gnoftics held that the fouls of 
all good men were derived from the divine 
mind, they could have no difficulty in ad- 
mitting that Chrift, whom they fuppofed 
to be one of the greater aeons, was of the 
fame fubflance with the Father. Ac- 
cordingly, Beaufobre obferves, that, on this 
principle, they efcaped all cenfure at the 
council of Nice. They even ufed the fa- 
mous term [ouo^ci^) covfubfiantialy with 
refpecfl to the human foul ; in oppolition 
to which principle Theodoret fays, •* The 

• Ov yap ooii%cuJL%a Ti)v xscxaji €i<T>,a{ji^aycvl6L<v to upnfxivcv acavo : 
TO £* T»7« yivuaicGfjcsv tx rzwa t« $£«, ^J ta rvcva T8 3iaCo?^, ug 
oylfcT fv<TU Tivuvj xj aa^c/iivuv K;. aTrcMy/Ar/wv £y av^pa^otg , iSs yap 

fi^a. ale m pvoiag o vpoiolyig Uiixg mo; rr SiaSohn J^ arcukaa;^ 
Cat 7, p. io8* 

*• foul 
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^* foul is not confubflantial with God, as 
'^ the wicked Manicheans hold^ but was 
** created out of nothing*." 

■ 

This dodrine concerning the foul feeoM 
f o have bepn peculiar to the Gentile Goof- 
tics. The Jewifli Gnoftics do not appear 
ever to have departed from their proper 
principles, fo far as to fuppofe that any 
fouls had a .proper divine origin } but either 
thought that they were created out of no- 
thing, or, if they were fo far philofophers 
as to deny this, they would probably fay^ 
with fome others, that they were only tbe 
breath of God, and not any proper part of 
his fubftance. Accordingly, we do not 
£nd any alluiion to this do(Arine, of two 
kinds of fouls in the apoftolical writings. 

* Ou yap Kola rev iv^asSn Mofmuvo^ y^ov o/jwsaio^ trtv n ^vxii 
•nf vfTrotnKcloq Sea, et^ m /oi ovicav vOi^n. Haer. Fab. lib. 5. 
xap, 5. Opera, vol.4. P- 264. 
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SECTION IV. 

The DoSirine of the Gnofics concerning the 
Maker of the Worlds and the Author of 
' the Jewijh Di/penfation. 

A NOT HER article which was probably 
peculiar to the Gentile Gnoftics, and 
which makes the greateft figure in their 
hiftory, is, that the fupreme being, the Fa- 
ther of Jefus Chrift, was not the maker of 
the world, or the author of the Jewifh 
difpenfation ; for that thefe were derived 
from fome inferior and malevolent being. 
This was the diftinguifhing tenet of all the 
celebrated Gnoftics who arofe about the 
time of Adrian ; and as they derived their 
principles not from Platonifm, but from 
the oriental philofophy, Clemens Alexan- 
drinus, fpeaking of them in general, fays, 
** The herefies, which are according to a 
** barbarous philofophy, though they teach 
f * one God, and fing hymns to Chrift, do 
y it in pretence only, and not in truth ;. 
if for they have invented another God, and 

*.* fliew 
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*^ ihew another Chrift, than him who i$ 
*^ announced by the prophets */* Again, 
he fays, '• Some pretend that the I/prd,'* 
meaning the God of the Old Teftatpenta 
^Vcould not be a good being, on account 
** of the rod, the threatening, and thQ 
** fear/' meaning his juftice and feverity-f**^ 
And Tertullian fays, they deny that Godji 
meaning the fupreme being, is to be feared :{:« 
According to the Gnoflics, the god gf 
the Jews was fo far from being a gQo4 
being, or in any refpeft fubfervient to the 
defigns of the fupreme being, that he was 
at open variance with him; fo that the true 

*At07rtpy ax uala tyiv fiocp^apov filKoavfiav Mftaei;, xm Seof Keyv>ffC9 

^pi»o9 n yof df09 nBot^punsmn^ x^ tof xp^rw hx »;w napofA^iou 
ma^i^oao'i^ ut&2x<i^ • Strom. lib. 6. p*675. 

Porphyry in bis life of Plotinus, fpeaking of the cfirif- 
tians, and the heretics, fays, that the latter were of oM 
philofophy, Vtycvaffi it narv ctvlcv T«y xfK"w»'«y 'vt)9^ fuv x) 
aO^M euftlixoi Jc ek vnf va^ata^ ^iKoco^tot^ onryfcam. 

t ENTATQA einfvoSleu rivsg, lat aya3o> &yeu,fafM^Tov Yivpm 
tia Tur ^3w, ^ mf <wr«Mjy, 1^ rev fcGo^. Ped. lib. i. cap. 8* 
p. 113. 

t Negant deunj timendum. De Prasfcrip. k&. 43. p^ 

M4 Cod 



i68 tenets of the Gnofiks . Book J. 

God was obliged to take meafures in order 
to counterad; his defigns. Saturninus fays 
that " the father of Chrift, willing to de- 
•' ftroy the god of the other angels, and of 
** the Jews, fent Chrift into the world, for 
** the falvation of thofe who were to believe 
'* on hiai*J'' Pafilides faid that " the God 
U of the Jews, willing to reduce all nations 
** to his power, and oppofing other principa- 
V lities, the Supreme Being feeing this, fent 
*' his firft-born nous^ whom he called Chrift, 
'* to fave thofe who believed on him \y 
Valentinus faid that ** the true God wag 
•* not known till our Saviour announced 
** him % ;" and Eufebius informs us, that 
5f Cerdon, of the fchool of Simon, coming 
^' to Rome in the time of Hyginus, the 

* Toy "ScSFpa ^^i m x^irs, ks[ia>jjcrcu Pn7\0fAtvcy fzila luAf a>^^v 
ayyiXu¥ jy tov twv IhScuuv Sew, a7ror£i>^ai rov ^pi^oy ei> i ov j^offyLq^ 
sTTi aulnpia tuv tig euHov *airtucvl(iiv aif^puTra^, Theodoret* Flaer^ 
Fab. lib. i. cap. 3. vol. 4. p- 194* 

i" Bov>Ji3rv7i ^s Tiilo) roi; ciKUcig aTTctvla uttgIo^m ra fSv>T, tk; 
o^^Xh; otfx^°^ ociPuTTpoiaa-^at, rov Je ay€mil:v tocJIo, ^sufjLSvcv tqv 
'jTpstfioyo'jcv aJl>i visv ai^cniKau^ ov ^ XpiTov iSfOfTwyopiiJcre'.'^ aa-i cu<Tau 
•/»j *ssiTiv<TM 'arpocup-dfjLsvag, Ibid. lib. I. cap. 4- vol. 4. p> 195* 

nucys, lib. i. cap. i6. p. 85% 

*f feventh 



G n A p . 1 1 1 . Tenets of the Gnofiics. i 6q 

*' feventh bi(hop from the lime of the 
^' apoftles, taught that the God who was 
** preached in the law and the prophets 
'* was not the father of our Lord Jefus 

*' Chrift ; for that the one was known, the 

• 

f' other unknown ; the one was jujf, the 
^* other good. He was fucceede.d by MarT 
** cion of Pontus, who increafed the fchool^ 
" blafpheming without blufhing *. Of 
Marcibn, Juftin Martyr fays, that ** he was 
" living in his time, teaching his followers 
** that there is a god greater than he that 
M made the world, who is every where, by 
'* the inftigation of the daemon, teaching 
f many blafphemies "f-." Jt was on ac- 



» 



Ktfoav 0£ ri; afJTQ tuv istpi tov XtfJt^a to; apopfiag T^&ir, 
)^ tmiYifMrra^ ev » n Pa/Ajj im Tyr.Tf tvxljv x^inpav 7 rn emrKorotrf 
itaiox;ni otto ~wy ATorpXav €x,ovloi, £OiCa^£ tovutto th vofjLn /C; ir^a- 
^7ay joxYipvyfirjov Sscv, firi eivM Ilalepct 7 a Kufia uftwv ln7H x^r« • 
70V fASV yap yvupiitj^at * ^cvJf arpt^av iviM , x* icv /i*ff ^Mctiov' 

fwh'.o'B TO iiGcuTkaXuzv^ a'jyifvQpiacfjLVJi}^ ^^(T^rtjLOjy. Hift. lib. 4. 
cap. 1 1, p. 155. 

* 

yivo^ ocApaTTCiiV, Sj« ru; Toy ^jufAcvuv <ryXXrr4'£a;r. x:Vjf; *Erfcro(W5 

ft « 

fi?^.acfr^cci Xf7«v. ApoU I. p. 43. 

count 
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cpunt of the Gnoflics reviling the .maker 
of the world, whom the other chriftians 
juflly confidered as the true God, that (hey 
are fo generally charged with blafphemy ^ 
fo that in thofe early ages, a heretic y a hlaf^ 
fhetner^ and a Gnojiic, were fynonymous 
terms 

Contradidory as thefe principles mani«- 
feftly are to thofe of the fcriptures, the 
Gnoftics were not fenfible of it, and even 
did not fcruple to argue from them* Mar»- 
cion argued from its being faid, that ^* no 
** man knows the Father but the Son, that 
'' Chrift preached a God who had not beca 
'^ known either to the Jews by revelation, 
" or to the Gentiles by nature *." He 
alfo alledged in fupport of his doftrin^ 
concerning the author of the Jewifh dif-r 
peqfation, Paul's faying, Gal.iii. Chrijlhat/j 

*. Sed, nemo fit qui fit pater, nifi filius ; et qui fcit 
filius, nifi pater, et cuicunque filius revclaverit. Atque 
jta Chriftus ignotum Dcum prseilicavit. Hinc enim et 
alii hsrctipi fulciuntur^ opponentcs crcatorcm omnibus 
potum 'f et Ifraeli, fecund urn familiaritatem \ et nati- 
pnibus, fecundam naturam. TertuUian adv, Marcionitas. 
* }ib. 4. fedl. 25. p. 44X. 

redeemf4 
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redeemed us from the curfe of the law *. Ac- 
cording to Auitin> the Manicheans faid| 
that ** the Old and New Tcftament con- 
^* tradid:ed each other, by the former af-| 
^* cribing the creation to God the Father, 
•« and the latter to Chriftf.'' 

To thefe arguments the catholic chrif- 
tians found no difficulty in making very 
fatisfa<ftory replies, efpecially from pur 
Saviour's acknowledging the God of the 
Jews to be his Father, as in John viii. 54. 
Jefiis anfwered^ if I honour my f elf my honour 
is nothing. It is my Father that honouretb me^ 
of whom ye fay that he is your God. 

Even the Platonic philofophers were 
much offended at this part of the Gnoftic 

* Chrijlus nos r (demit de maUdiSfo legis* Subrcpit in hoc 
loco Marcion de poteflate crcatoris, quern fanguinarium^ 
cnidelem infamat, et vindicem, aflerens nos rcdemptos 
cflfe per Chriflum, qui aiterius boni dci filius fit. Jerom. 
In Gal. cap. 2. vol. 6. p. 134. 

t Hoc capitulum jegis advcrfum c{]e evangelio ftul- 
tiflimi Manichaei arbitrantur ; dicentes in Gcncfi fcn'p- 
tum cflc, quod Deus per fuipfum fccerit carlum ct ter- 
ram, in evangelio autcm fcriptum eflc per dominum nof* 
trum Jcfum Cliriftum fabricatum efie mundum; ubi dic- 
tum eft, et niundus per ipfum faftus eft. Contra Adi- 
quantum, vol. 6. p. 1 74 . 
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fyftem, becaufe, in order to prove that the 
world was not made by the fupreme and 
cflentially good being, they reprefented it 
as abounding with all evil, and took plea- 
fure in vilifying it. Plotinus wrote a tratft 
againft the Gnoilics, in which he fpeaks of 
the world as exhibiting marks of goodnefs. 
He fays, *• it is not to be admitted that 
** this world is a bad one, becaufe there 
*' are many difagreeable things in it*.'* 
Though, according to the principles of 
Platonifm, the world was made of matter, 
and men and animals were not made by the 
Supreme Being himfelf, they were, how- 
ever, made by his direction, and with ^ 
great mixture of good in them ; whereas 
]the Gnoftics held, that the world was not 
pnly made of bad and intraftable materials, 
but alfo by a being of a bad difpofition* 
The Gnoftics, whom the apoftle Paul had 
to do with, d^d not hold this principle with 
refped to the maker of the world. They 
;vere Jews, who belieyed as other Je\ys did 

a 

f^w sy Mpcti ivox^ovi. En. 2. lib. 9, cap. 4. p. 202; 

in 
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in this refpeft, and they held the law of 
Mofes in the greateft poflible veneration. 

It appears to me, that the Gnoftics had 
advanced fo many fpecious arguments to 
prove that the Supreme Being himfelf was 
not the immediate maker of the world, and 
the author of the Jewilh difpenfation, that 
the orthodox chriftians were ftaggered by 
them, and fo far conceded to their adver- 
faries, as to allow that the being who made 
the world, and who appeared to the patri- 
archs and the prophets, was not the Su- 
preme God himfelf. On this account they 
might be the more readily induced to adopt 
the principles of the Platonifts, and of 
Philo, who faid that the world was made, 
and that the law was given, by the divine 
logos perfonified. This being the Son ofGod^ 
they faijd he muft be the fame with Chrijl. 
In fa<S, the orthodox ufed many of the fame 
arguments v/ith the Gnoftics, to prove that 
the fupreme being was not the perfon who 
fpake to the patriarchs. 

In fome part of Juftin's dialogue with 
Trypho, one tnight imagine that Juftin had 
been a Gnoftic, and Trypho an unitarian 

ckriflian. 
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chriftian. Trypho fays, " Prove to trie firft 
•* that there is another god befides the 
•* maker of all things *." Juftin anfwcred, 
•* I will endeavour to (hew you, from the 
** fcriptures, that there is another God and 
** Lord, and one who is- fo called, befides 
" the maker of all things +/' This is prc- 
cifely what a Gnoftic would have faid. But 
he proceeds to fpeak of this fecond god as 
the meflcnger of the true God, which the • 
Gnoftics would not have done. ** He 
^* is alfo,'* fays he, ** called an angel, on 
•* account of his informing men of what he 
** that made all things, above whom there 
•* is no God, wills that he fhould inform 
" them." 

wapa Toy 'BomUm tuv ox»y. Dial, p* 23^* 

+ A X£7« vsipcurcfjLou vfjux; nstiffou^ t^iravla^ ia^, ypo^of, oil tn 
^XeyilM $£05 -^ Kufi®- Bit^^ vTrsp tov 'sioiyfhiV tuv cXojv, og jy 
aF/ehcf JcoXs/Iflu, iist 70 arye>M^ ra; czvhottjToi; ca'aTTip ^£lsu 
Oifloig oSyuUa twv o>mv 'SOiAr^^y vTTsp ov oM®* ^eog an £ru Ibid, 
p. 249. 
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SECTION V. 

^be DoSirine of the Gnojlics concerning the 

Perfon of Cbriji. 

HP H E principles of the Gnoftics which I 
have occafion to confider moft particu- 
- larly, are thofe which relate to the perfon of 
Cbriji. Their averfion to every thing that 
bore the name, and had the properties of 
matter y was fuch, that they could not think 
well of any thing that was material. Ac- 
cordingly, befidcs fuppofing that the being 
who was properly entitled to the appella- 
tion of the Chriji, or the meflenger of God 
to man, was a fuperangelic fpirit, who had 
pre-cxifted, and was fent to make his ap- 
pearance among men, all of them would 
not admit that what he did aflumc, as ne- 
ceflary to his manifeftation, was a proper bu-^ 
man body^ confifting of real fleih and blood, 
but fome thing that had only the external 
appearance of one, and that it was inctp« 

able 
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able of paflion, and of the fufFerings and 
pain of a real human body. This was fo 
much a general opinion among them, that 
it is commonly afcribed to them all ; fo 
that Epiphanius fays, ** the Gnoftics fay 
** that Jefus was not born of Mary, but 
** only exhibited by her, and that he did 
•* not take flefh except in appearance*." 

As it was an opinion of the Gnoftics 
that Chrift had no proper human body, of 
courfe they could not believe that Mary had 
a proper child births for they faid that, on in- 
fpedlion, flie was found to be a virgin after 
the delivery, which Clemens Alexandrinus 
obferves-|-. And as they fuppofed this phan- 
tom in the human form could not fuffer, 
or die, Novatian fays, that ** both the 

JtSfiy^tr/cv. 'La^na 3's aJlov fin tiT^.pcvau^ aXA* r, ocvai ^ohiytiv £r;ju. 
H;er. 26. p.^j i« 

t:vja, 3ia ttiv t« 'ccuh^i ycvwrn'. ux H7x 'Kiyj^i ' a. yxp fifla re ruciv 
oi/V.' iiAflttWvfitrai', g:ciTi riit;^ 'sjl^tjqv eupe^vkxi, Strom. 7. p. 7 56. 
This notion was afterwards adopted by the catholics ; 
but Clemens Alexundrinus evidently afcribcs it to th« 
Gnoftics. 

'' bifth 
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•* birth and the death of Chrift are con- 
•* futations of them*/' 

The opinion, however, that the body of 
Jefu3 was only the femblance of a proper 
human body, was not univerfal among the 
Gnoftics. For the Cerinthians and Car- 
pocratians believed that Jefus was not only 
a man^ born as other men are, but alfo the 
proper offspring of Jofeph as well as of 
Mary, and that he continued to be nothing 
more than any other man till his baptifm, 
when the Cerinthians faid that a fuper-an- 
gelic fpirit, which alone they called the 
Cbrtfty came into him +. 

I fhall proceed to mention the opinions 
of other Gnoftics concerning the body of 
Jefus, which, though various, agree in this, 
that Jefus was not the Chrift, and fliew an 
averfion to do fo much honour to any thing 
that had proper JieJI^ and blood. Barde- 

* Omnes cnim iftos et nativitas Domini ct mors ipfa 
confutat. Cap. lo. p. 31. 

+ Av6i$£v Jt VI Ts ovw Seat (aHa to oJpyvSnvat Iiktw tov vt vTrep* 
fjuxh; lixrn^ x) Ma^iag ytyvjYtfxswv Kali>yi^^,'M rov x^iTOV aq aulov, 
Iipiphanius, Haer. 28. vol.i. p. 1 10. 

yiyivv\^cu rev eJ 'tjtpirtfcn; Hola^s^rvtola. Hacr. 3. vol. i; p. 138. 

Vol. I. N fanes 
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fanes maintained that Chrifl had a celedial 
body*. Cerdo alfo denied that Chrift 
was born of Maryf. According to Ter- 
tullian, •* Marcion denied the birth of 
** Chrift, that he might deny his flefli ; 
•* Apelles his fcholar allowed the flefh, but 
•* denied the nativity ; and Valentinus both 
^ «^ admitted the flefh and nativity, but gave 
** a different interpretation to them;};'' By 
denying the birth of Chrift, they meant that 
Jcfus derived nothing from his mother, 
but that whatever his body confifted of, it 
was fomething that only paffed through 

t>a^e. Origen Contra Marcionitas, p. 105. 

iss^ytvevcuy a>o^ ^oKnan ovkxy )y icxmsi VBfnvola^ hjufiaa ik ra 
thcL 'SE'KOivHola , EpiphaniuSy Haer. 41. vol. i. p. 300* 

* Marcion, ut carnem Chrifti negaret, negavit etiam 
nativitatcm ; aut ut nativitatem negaret, negavit et car- 
nem. Scilicet ne invicem fibi teftimonium redderent et 
refpondercnt, nativitas et caro: quia nee nativitas fine 
carne, ncc caro fine nativitate : quafi non eadem licentia 
haeretica et ipfe potuifTet, admifTa carne nativitatem ne- 
gate, ut Apelles difcipulus, et poftea defertor ipfius; aut 
carnem et nativitatem confeffus, aliter illas interpretari, ut 
condifcipulus et condefertor ejus Valentinus. De Carne, 
Chrifti. fcft. i* p. 307/ 

her^ 
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her, as water through a pipe. Accordingly, 
Epiphanius (ays, *' Valentinus held that 
•* the body of Chrift came from heaven, 
'* and took nothing from the virgin Mary*/* 
It is remarkable, that this very opinion was 
afterwards adopted by Apollinaris, who 
likewife maintained, with the Arians, that 
Chrift l^^d no human foul. 

Chrift having no proper human body, 
could not have the proper functions of 
6ne ; and accordingly, Valentinus faid that 
^^ Chrift ate and drank in a peculiar man- 
•' ner, not voiding excrements +•" With 
rcfpedt to the fuper-angelic nature of Chrift, 
Valentinus held that he was one of the 
aons *^ and according to his geneaologies, 
both Chrift and the Holy Spirit^ were the 
oflFspring of Monogenesy which came from 
Logos and Zoe, as thefe were the ofF- 

fjLTil^ ciXrifEVflM, a>^^ avu^Ev fo actifjta f^^y. Haer. 31. vol. i: 
p. 171. 

ii:ffhtv )y BXivsv (Sio;^, w a'^Mug ra ^fAxla, Clemens Al. 
Strom, lib. 3- p. 451. 

N z fpring 
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fpring of Nous and Veritas^ and thefe of 
Bythus^ and Sige*. 

It may be proper to obfervc in this place, 
that thofe of the Gnoftics who believed 
that Chrift was the fon of Jofeph as well as 
of Mary, muft have thought that, anti- 
cedent to his baptifm, he had a human 
foul, as well as a human body* Their 
opinion, therefore, concerning him after 
his baptifm, mufl: have been fimilar to that 
of the orthodox chriftians, who believed the 
logos of the Father to be attached to the 
the man Jefus. On the other hand, thoie 
Gnoftics who thought that Chrift had no 
proper human body, but only the appear- 
ance of one, muft have held that he had no 
intelligent principle within him befides the 
fuper-angelic fpirit which they called the 
Cbrijl. Thefe, therefore, refembled the 
Arians. Indeed, they can hardly be faid 
to have differed from them at all, except 
with refped to the body of Chrift, and his 
having made the world. 

It is probable that the Gnoftics differed 
much among themfelves with refpeft to 

* Ircnxus, lib. i. cap. i. p. 7, &c. 

theit 
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their cclcftial genealogies, and thefe being 
altogether the work oi imagination^ there was 
room for endlefs fyftems on the fubjeft. 
All that deferves our notice is, that ac- 
cording to them all, Chrift was a pre- 
exiftent fpirit, which had been of high rank 
before he came into the world. 

It appears to me highly probable, that 
it was in oppofition of this dodrine of 
aonsy that John wrote the Introdudtion to 
his gofpel, in which he explains the only 
proper fenfe in which the terms logosy only 
begotten^ Ufe^ &c. of which the Gnoftics 
made fuch myfteries, ought to be taken ; 
aif^rting, more efpecially, that t|ie logosj 
which is fpoken of in the fcriptures, and 
the only logos that he acknowledged, was 
the power of God^ an attribute of the Fa- 
ther, and therefore not to be diftinguiflied 
from God himfelf. 

It is poffible, however, that John had 

heard of the dodtrine of Philo, who made a 

fecond God of the logos ; and if that kind 

of perfonification had begun to fpread among 

chriftians fo early as the time of John, it 

N3 - i« 
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is not impoflible but that he might, in his 
ufual indire(ft manner, allude to it. In any 
view, the meaning of the apoftle feems to 
be as follows, ** in the beginning, or before 
** all time, was the logos^ and the logos was 
** with^ or rather belonged to GoJ, as his 
** proper attribute, and therefore, was no 
** other than God him/e/f. By this fogos, or 
«* power of God, all things were madcj 
** and without it was not any thing made 
** that was made/' agreeably to what the 
Pfalmift fays. By the word (logos) of the 
Lord were the heavens made^ and all the bofts 
of theWy by the breath of his mouth ; God 
fpake and it ivas donCy he commandedy and it 
food f aft y and many other paflages of the 
fame import. 

The laft of the Gnoftics, viz. the Mani- 
cheans, thought as others had done before 
them, that Chrift had no real flefh, but 
only the appearance of it*, but according 
to Theophyladl, Manes thought he had a 
real body till his baptifm, when he left 

* Toy x^'rcv £v aa^m rsycvivcu h pis}Jlou, ^aflouTfJia caHsv X£yu9 
fova. Socratis, Hifi. lib. i. cap. 22. p. 55. 

It 
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it in the river Jordan, and took another, 
which had only the appearance of one*. 

Abfurd as thefe notions of the Gnoftics 
are, and dangerous as we fliall find their 
confequences were, it muft not be forgot- 
ten, that the objedl of them was to do 
honour to Chrifl, as the mofl: illuflrious 
meflenger of God to man. For it was 
thought that he could not have had that per- 
fection of charafter which was requifite for 
his high office, if his mind had been fub-^ 
jedl to the influence of common fle(h and 
blood. Marcion faid, that ** he could not 
** have been pure, if he took human flefh -f*/' 

We find that the Gnoftics argued in de- 
fence of even this part of their fyftem from 
the New Teftament. For we learn from 
Origen, that fome of the heretics endea- 
voured to prove, from Paul's faying. We are 
planted in the likenefs of CAriJTs death, that 
he did not really die, but only had the ap- 

• Oi MomxMoi ^>/»^v oli to (ra(AX auk ofPTE^To sv T« Io^Xwtj 
Ko^a ^aalaffioof h oOO^ aufia ihi^sv^ In Matt. cap. 4. vol.i. 
p. 20* 

+ rifzXiv Mofoaav opa ri fivriv . hjc vl^umlo Seo$ ffapia eofo^ 
>c£uy fiBivM xa9ai>og, Chryfoftom In Eph. vi. 10. vol. 10. 
p. 1188. 

N 4 pearance 
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pearancc of death * ; and the Marcionites 
faid that, according to Paul, Chrift was 
only ** infapmn as a mrjn^ znd not a man -f-.*' 
No writer in the New Teftamcnt op* 
pofes this very principle of the Gnoftics 
concerning the perfon of Chrift, as well as 
their general dodlrine that Jefus was not 
the Chrift, more plainly, or more earneftly» 
than John ; and yet we find, that Valen- 
tinus interpreted the introduftion to John's 
gofpel in his favour ;}:, making ^px" to be a 
principle different from the Father, and the 
fame with the monogenes, and the logos dif- 
ferent from the «tpx« §• 

• Scd hoc noil inttrlllgentes quidam haereticorum, co* 
nati funt ex hoc apoftoli loco aiTerere quod Chriftus non 
vere xportuus fit, fed fipiilitudinem mortis habucrit, et vifu^ 
fit magis mori quam verp mortuus fit. Origen Ad. Rom. 
Opera, vol. 2. p. 54?. 

t iJj^, fKtn, Kj ffx:nfJLollt^ Ki a; av^pbujroi. Chryfoftom In 
Pliil. 2. Opera, vol. 10. p. 1250. 

tJcoJx fjLSfjLYflfUKEVM oulai^ Xf|£<ri. Xryovisg alu; . luamKj fia^oYig m 
Mvpuii ftj^Oftfy©" eiTTEiv tw twv oXav ysvsa-iv, w^tS' »jv ra ^fftavla 'Fpoe- 
Ca>£V 'sohp Off xw Trtw 'spoli^Blai 7 'ZJpalovyiwr&ev vmo ts Sf», oy 
2e ^ uiov fjLGvoyhVYi ^ Secv, x£ic>aixn/. sv cii Ta 'aayla 'SOLmp 'BJpotScO^t 
OTn^fAcSucd);^ utto h ntla p\fn tov 'Soyov wpoStSM^au, &c. Irc- 
nseus, lib. i . cap, i . p. 39. 
§ Ibid. See alfoF.piphanius, H«r. 31. vol. i, pu'igG. 

That 
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That the gofpels, however, and efpe- 
cially that of John, are unfavourable to 
this principle of the Gnoftics, is very evi- 
dent ; and Chryfoftom reprefents it as '* the 
** firft and principal reafon why Chrift is 
•* exhibited with all the weaknefles and 
*' infirmities of human nature, to prove that 
^^ he had real flefh, and that he meant that 
*^ all perfons who then lived, and all who 
** fliould come after him, (hould believe 
'** that he was no apparition, or mere vifible 
'*' appearance, but the truth of nature,'' i. e. 
a real man*. 

Chrift being fo frequently called a man 
in the gofpel hiftory, is, on this account, 
very properly urged by the chriftian Fa- 
thers, as an argument againft this dodtrinc 
of the Gnoftics, Thus, in anf .ver to Va- 
lentinus, who held that Chrift had a kind 
of fpiritual flefli, Tertullian obferves, that 
then he would not have been called a man^ 
as he repeatedly is, or have been fo dcno- 

cma T/j ff.'V, aJe 'jyy[y^ a7i7^5 to c^w/Ltry^v, «?^' cOc/^iia, ^ua'£o)g, 

Horn. 32. vol. I. p. 108, 

minatcd 
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minated by himfelf; as when he faid» jr^ 
feck to kill me, a man, who has told you the 
truth ^. This argument of TertuUian 
makes equally againfl: any doctrine that 
fuppofes Chrift to have been, in any refpcdl, 
different from, or more than, another man, 
and therefore would have carried him far* 
ther than he intended. Bafil fays, ** there 
'^ was no occafion for his being born of a 
** virgin, if the flefh which was to con- 
** tain God was not to be of the mafs of 
<* Adamf ." 

But the moft ferious objeftion to this 
part of the Gnoftic fyftem is, that if Chrift 
had not proper flefh and blood, and there* 
fore was not properly a man, he had not 
not the feelings of a man, and therefore he 

♦ Licuit et Valentino ex privilegio haeretico, carnem 
Chrifti fpiritalem comminifci. Q^iidvis cam fingerc po- 
tuit, quifquis humanam credere noluit ; quando (quod ad 
omnes di6tum eU) fi humana non fuit, nee ex bomine \ 
non video ex qua fubftanlia ipfe fe Chriftus homincm et 
filiuiTi hominis pronunciarit. Nunc autcm vultis occi- 
dere hominem, vcritatem ad vos loquutum* De Carnc 
Chrifti fcft, 14, Opera, p. 319. 

£fii>£v Tj ^zofopo^ <raci 'spo^T^Sayzjiai. Ep. 65. Opera, vol.3.* 
p. 104. 

is 
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is no proper example to us, efpecially in 
his fufFerings and death, with refped: to 
"which his example is more particularly 
propofed to us ; and in time of perfecu- 
tion this coniideration was of the greateft 
confcquence. As Origen fays, ** if Chrift. 
^^ fuffered nothing in his death, how can his 
** example be of any ufe to thofe who fujBFer 
** for righteoufnefs fake, if he only feemed 
*' to fufFer, but really felt nothing*." 

Sometimes, therefore, the whole fcheme 
of chriftianity is fpoken of as defeated by 
this dofirine of the Gnoftics, fo that they 
are ranked with unbelievers, merely in con- 
fequence of not believing the reality of 
Chrift's fufFerings and death. Thus in the 
epiilles afcribed to Ignatius, he fays, " If, 
** as fomeatheifts, that is, unbelievers, fay, 
** he fuffered in appearance only, it being 
•* only an appearance, why am I bound, 
** why do I glory in fighting with beafts ? 

* A»M )^ E(, wj ^Tw Ke;^©" jUrjT aXyeivov ti /^rjT avMpof tw 
hvTH holIol TOy KM^v Tiilov sytyvslo^ *aag cxv oi fAtla ravla 'ma^aitiyiidh 
TH uTTOfMivziv Tu Si euaiQziav eTTLTrova s^wavlo xp^^^^M I»!0'», f«l 
voSovit fjLSv ra osv^fUTnya^ /aovcv ii ioiavli 'SreTTcv^svou^ Ad Celf* 

Jib. 2. p. 77* 

" I die 
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** I die in vain*/' Alluding to the. fame 
doctrine, he likewife fays, ** I endure all 
** things, he who is a perfedl man ftrength- 
'* ening me -f* ;" meanings probably, that 
he ftrengthened himself by the example of 
Chrift. Accordingly, we find that, in ge- 
neral, the Gnoftics avoided perfecution. 
But before I confider their maxims and 
condudl in this refped, I fhall cite what 
we find in the New Tellament againft the 
opinion of ChrilVs not having a real hu- 
man body. 

In whatever light the apoftles faw this 
dodlrine, it is evident, that they were much 
alarmed at it. This is particularly clear 
with refpedt to the apoftle John ; but Paul 
feems to allude to this tenet of the Gnoftics 
in 2 Cor. xi. 4. where he fpeaks of the falfe 
teachers as preaching another Jefus than 
him that he had preached. For in this 
fenfe the fame phrafe is ufed by fome of the 

* E( Jk W3^£^ rin^ o^toi ovIe;^ Tiilsriv aTrtrciy >sy}i(ny to ^oxfiy 
miTtov^iVM aulov^ oculoi ovlsg to Sbxfiv ryw ti hiifjLOu • ri is evxoytau 
Sr,piCfjLax;ivrM ' i^upeav «v a^roSi^criMu, Ad. Trail. fc<St. 10. p. 24 • 

t Uavla uTTOfjLeva^ aulu (jls £i*3Wa/tuiv7©-j ra nT^ia av^puTrit ysvo- 

ftm. Ad, Smyrn. fed. 36. p. 36. 

early 
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early chriftian writers, and indeed it does not 
appear that he could have any other mean- 
ing ; as in no other fenfe did any perfons 
ever preach what could be called another 
ye/us. But a Jefus not confifting of flefh and 
blood, or a Jefus whofe foul had been a fuper- 
angelic fpirit, was indeed a very different 
Jcfus from him that Paul had preached, 
viz. a man like himfelf, and only diftin- 
guifhed by the peculiar prefence and power 
of God accompanying him. Alfo, what 
could Peter mean by faying that thofe who 
brought in damnable herejiesj 2 Pet. ii. i. 
denying the Lord that bought them^ but the 
fame that Paul meant by preaching another 
yefusy which implied a denial of the true 
Jefus ? If thefe perfons had been apoftates 
from chriftianity, they would not have 
been clafled with heretics, or have been 
mentioned as intermixed with chriftians. 

There can be no doubt, however, with 
refpeft to the meaning of the apoftk John ; 
as the bare recital of the paffages from his 
writings will evince. The dodlrine of the 
Gnoftics concerning the perfon of Chrift 
was fo offcnfive to him, and it was fo much 

upon 
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upon his mind, that he begins his firfl: 
epiftle, feemingly in a very abrupt manner, 
with the (Irongeft allufions to it. That 
which was from the beginning, that which 
we have heard, which we have feen with 
cur eyes^ which we have looked upon, i. c 
have clofely infpefted and examined, and 
our hands have bandied, of the word of life 
{For the hfe was manifejl, and we have feen 
it, and hear witnefs, and fhew unto you that 
eternal life which was with the Father, and 
was manifejl to us) . That which we have 
feen and heard, declare we unto you, &c. 

What could he mean by fpeaking of 
Jefus under the figure of life, as a perfon 
who had been heard, feen, and even handled, 
fo that they had the evidence of all their 
fenfes, but that he was really a man, had a 
real human body^ and not merely the appear- 
ance of one 5 which, it is univerfally al- 
lowed, was an opinion that was entertained 
by many perfons in his time. I (hall pro- 
ceed to give other extra<fls from the writ- 
ings of Jo.hn, in which he alludes to this 
doctrine of the Gnoftics, and ftrongly cx- 
prelTes his difapprobation of it. 

I John 
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1 John i V. 1 . Beloved^ believe not every fpirit^ 
but try the JpiritSj whether they be of God. 
Becaujk manyfalfe teachers are gone out into 
the world. Hereby know ye the Spirit of God. 
Every Jpirit that confejfes that Jefus Chriji 
es come in the flejh (or as it might be ren- 
dered, that Jefus is Cbrijl come in theflejh) 
is of God. And every fpirit that confejfes 
not that Jefus Chriji is come in the Jlejb is 
not of God. And this is the Jpirit of Anti- 
chrif, whereof ye have heard that it Jhould 
come; and even now already is it in the 
world. Coming in the jflejhy can have no 
other meaning than having realficjh^ which 
many of the Gnoftics faid Chrift had not ; 
and comings cannot here imply any pre- 
cxiftent ftate, for then the flefli in which 
he came muft have pre-exifted. 

2 John 7. For many deceivers are en-^ 
tered into the worlds who confefs not that 
Jefus Chriji is come in the Jlejh. 7bis is a 
deceiver y and an antichrijl. The importance 
of holding the true dodlrine concerning the 
perfon of Chrift, in oppofition to thefe de- 
ceivers, he urges with great emphafis in 
the following verfes. Look to yourjelves^ 

1 that 
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that ye lofe not thofe things which ye have 
wrought y but that ye receive a full reward. 
Whofoever iranfgrejfeth^ and ahideth not in the 
doSirine of Chrijl^ hath not God. He that 
abtdeth in the dodlrine of Chrijlf he hath both 
the Father and the Son* If there come any 
unto you^ and bring not this dodlrinCj receive 
him not into your houfe^ nor bid him Godjpeed. 
For he that biddeth him God fpeed^ is a par^ 
talker of his evil deeds. 

Though I do not propofe, in this work, 
to enter into a critical examination of the 
meaning of particular texts of fcripture, 
yet as it has of late been ftrongly urged 
that the phrafe coming in the fiejh^ ufed by 
John in thefe paflages, has a reference to a 
pre-exiftent ftate of Chrift, I fliall endea- 
vour to fliew that fuch a conftrudlion is ill 
founded. 

It has been faid that by this phrafe, 
** the opinion that Chrift was truly a maa 
•* is very aukwardly and unnaturally ex- 
'* prefTed. The turn of the expreffion, 
** feeming to leading to the notion of a 
** being who had his choice of different 
** ways of comings" and therefore is level- 
led 
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*• led againft the Ebionites as well as the. 



"Gnoftics." 



On the contrary, I think the exprcffion 
fufficiently fimilar to other Jewifli phrafes, 
of which we find various examples in the 
fcriptures, and that it may be explained by 
the phrafe partaker of fle/h and bloody He- 
brews ii. 14. If the word coming muft ne- 
ceflarily mean coming from heaven^ and im- 
ply a pre-exiftent ftate, John the Baptift 
muft have pre-exifted : for our Saviour ufes 
that cxpreflion concerning him, as well as 
concerning himfelf. Matt. xi. 18, 19. John 
came neither eating nor drinking^ and they 
fay he hath a demon. The Son of Man came 
eating and drinking^ &c. It may alfo be 
afterted, with more certainty ftill, concern- 
ing all the apoftles that they pre-exifted ; 
for our Saviour, in his prayer for them, re- 
fpefting their miflion, makes ufe of the 
term world, which is not found in i John 
iv. 2. where he fays, John xvii. 18. ^s 
thou hajl fent me into the worlds fo have I 

alfo fent them into the world. 

The phrafe coming in the jlfo, in my 

opinion, refers very naturally to the doc- 
VoL. L O trine 
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trine of the Gnoflics, who fuppofed Chrift 
to be a fuper-angelic fpirit, which de- 
scended from heaven, and entered into Ihe 
body of Jefus. The phrafe be that Jhall 
come^ or who was to come (his coming hav- 
ing been foretold by the prophets) appears 
to have been familiar to the Jews, to denote 
the MefTiah : but with them it certainly 
did not imply any coming down from hea- 
ven » becaufe they had no fach idea coa« 
cerning their Mefliah. 

Befides, there is no trace in the epiftle 
of John of any more than one herejy. He 
neither exprefsly fays, nor hints, that there 
were two-, and part of his defcription of 
this one herefy evidently points to that of 
the Gnoftics ; and this herefy was as dif- 
ferent as poflible from that of the Ebio- 
nites. The early writers who fpeak of 
them mention them as two oppojite bereJUs^ 
exifting in the fame early period ; fo that 
it is very improbable a priori^ that ** the 
*' fame expreffion fhould be equally IcveU 
" led at them both/' Gnofticifm, there- 
fore, being certainly condemned by the apof- 
tle, and not the doftrine of the Ebionites, 

i I con-* 
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I conclude^ that In the latter^ which is al^ 
lowed to have exiilcd in his time, he (aw 
nothing worthy of cenfure; but that it 
vras the dodtrine which he himfelf had 
taught. If this apoftle had thought other- 
"wiicp why did he not cenfure it unequivo- 
cally, as thofe who are called orthodox no\y 
do^ and with as much feverity. 

Tertullian maintained^ that by thofe who 
denied that Cbriji was come in the fiejh^ John 
meant the Gnoftics^ though he fays that bjr 
thofe who denied that J ejus was the San of 
Go J, he meant the £bionites*. He had' no 
idea that the former expreflion only could 
include both. But as the Gnoflics main- 
•tained that Je/us and the Chnji were dif- 
ferent perfonsy the latter having come from 
heaven, and being the Son of God, whereas 
Jefus was the fon of man only, the expref- 
iion of ye/us being the Son of God is as 
diredly oppofed to the dodrine of the 
Gnoflics as that of Chrijl coming in the fiejb. 

As a proof has been required that the 
phrafe coming in the flejh is defcriptivc of 

* De Prifcriptionc Haereticorum, fcft. ^3. p. 214. 

O 2 the 
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«* in feme form above the human/' But . 
it is certainly quite fufficieht to account 
for the apoftle's ufmg that phrafe coming in 
the Jlejh, that in his time there aftually 
cxiftcd an opinion that Chrift had no real 
flcfhy and was not truly a man, but a being 
of a higher order, which was precifely the 
dodrine of the Gnoftics. That before the 
appearance of the Mefliah, any perfons ex- 
pected that he would, or might come in a 
form above the human, is highly impro- 
bable. 

•* A reafon," it is faid, ** why a man 
^^ fhould be a man, one would not expedt 
** in a fober man's difcourfe." But cer- 
tainly, it was very proper to give a reafon 
why one who was ;7^/" thought to be pro- 
perly a man, was really fo; which is what 
the apoftle has done. 

The very circumftantial account that 
John has given of the blood which ifTued 
from the wound in our Saviour's fide, coul4 
hardly have any other meaning, than to 
contradid: the dodrine of the Gnoftics^^ 
that be had not real flefli and blood, John 
xix. 34, But one of the foldiers with ajpear 

pierced 
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pierced his Jide^ and forthwith came thereout 
Hood and water ^ And he that faw it bare 
record, and his record is true ; and he 
knoweth that he faith true, that ye might 
Believe. What could be the meaning of 
this remarkably ftrong afleveration, but to 
aiTure the world that Jefus had real blood, 
like other mein? To tKe fame thing he 
probably alludes, when he mentions the 
Blood by which Chrifl: canoe, as well as the 
water^ i John v. 6. This is he that came by 
xvater and blood, not by water only, but by 
water and blood. Again, and probably with 
the fanjc view, he fays^ i John v. 8. There 
he three that bear record, thejpirit, the water^ 
and the blood, and thefe three agree in one ; 
atitfpirit and the water, referring probably 
to his baptifm^ and the blood to his death. 

With refpedl 4o the other articles of the 
Gnoftic creed concerning the perfon of 
Chrift, viz. that Jefus was one being, and 
the Chriji another, and that the proper 
Chrijl came into Jefus at his baptifm, Joha 
alfo bears his ftrongeft teftimony againft it ; 
and he lays no lefs flrefs on a right faith 
f n this refped than in the other^ 1 John ii. 

O4 21, 
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21. I have not ivritten unto you becaufe ye 
inow not the truths but becaufe ye know it^ and 
that no lye is of the truth. Who is a liar^ hut 
he that denieth that Jefus is the Chriji ? He 
is antichrijl that denieth the Father and the 
Son. JVhofoever denieth the Son, the fame batb 
not the Father. This alfo may explain what 
Peter meant by denying the Lord that bought 
them^ as it may be fuppofed that he meant 
denying Jefus to be the Chrift. i John 
iv. 15. Whofoever fhall confefs that Jefus is 
the Son of God (which is equivalent to being 
the Chrift J God dwelleth in him, and be in 
God ; chap. v. 5. fVho is he that overcometb 
the world, but he that bclicveth that J ejus is 
the Son of God. From the conclufion of 
John's gofpel we m^y infer what feveral of 
the ancients have afferted, viz. that he wrote 
it with a particular view to refute the 
Gnoftics. Chap. xx. 31. Thefe are wnV- 
ten that ye might believe that Jefus is the Son 
of God, and thaty believing, ye i7iight have life 
through his name. 



SECTION 
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SECTION VI. 

Of the DoSlrine of the Gnojiics with refpeSl 

to Martyrdom. 

AN obvious confequence of denying the 
reality of Chrift's flefh and blood was, 
that he never really fuffered. This, in- 
deed, the Gnoftics contended for, as his 
prerogative and excellence; thinking all 
the affedions of the flefti reproachful to a 
being of his high rank and natural dignity. 
Some of them, rather than fuppofe that 
Chrift really fuffered, faid that it was not 
even Jefus, but Cimon of Cyrene, who 
carried the crofs after him, that was hung 
upon it ; and that Chrift, feeing this from 
a diftance, laughed at the miftake of his 
enemies, and then returned to his Father 
who had fent him. This notion is by 
Theodoret afcribed to Bafilides *. 

* Tloflam 3c thIov «Ja^f >*7£i, a>^^ ^ifjujva rev Kimycuov vttq* 
7C^av T«y hiiaim rrv aTTovzicof, tiS vrtpov^ a7rt>^m *6poqTcv aircTitr 

•^(K, H«r. Fab. lib. i. cap. 4. vol. /j. p. 195. 
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As, in the opinion of the Gnoftics, 
Chrift did not really fufFcr, we are not 
furprized to £nd that, in general, they did 
not allow the obligation of martyrdom^ 
Irensus fays, that fome of them defpifed 
the martyrs, and reproached them for their 
fiifferings^* Clen^ens Alexai>drinu8 iays, 
that fome of the heretics argued againft 
piartyrdom, faying, that •* the true mar-r 
*' tyrdom, or teftimony to the truth of God^ 
^^ was the knowledge of the true God ; an4 
'* that he was a felf-murderer who con- 
^* fcfTed Chrifl by giving up his life ^^^ 

In order to extenuate the merit of mar- 
tyrdom, Balilides maintained, that the mar-* 
tyrs not being perfedly innocent, fuiFered 
po more than they deferved \. But thi$ 

* Et cum haec ita fe I^abeant, ad tantam tcmeritatem 
progreffi funt quidam, ut ctiam manyrcs fpernant, ct vitu- 
pcrent cos qui propter DQmmi confeflioQen^ occiduntur* 
Lib. 3. cap. 20. p. 247. 

ht}^ ^ihtf^QWi • fAoplvpioc^ >Pfoilti a^oS>j itvau Try ts cvIoi; oflo^YYOifftv 
Ses * OTrep ^ lyxti^ o/JUi>fiy8fMe¥ * fcna h aJlov €tvou smIh^ jy ea&tHnVf 

iua-oy Mfii^aatv. Shern. lib. 4. p. 481. 
t Clem. Alex. Strom. 4. p. 506, 

he 
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he might hold, without denying the obli- 
gation to die in the caufe of truth. 

According to Epiphanius, alfo, Bafilides 
held that martyrdom was unneceffary *. 
In the paflage quoted above from the 
cpiftle o^ Polycarp, there is an ailufion 
to this doftrine of the Gnoftics, " Every 
*^ one who (hall not confcfs that Jcfus 
*f Chrift is come in the flcfh is antichrift, 
'• and whofoever fhallnot confefs the mar- 
** tyrdom of the crofs is of the devil, and 
*• whofbevcr fhall pervert the oracles of 
•^* God to his own lufts, and fay there i^ 
f* neither refurredtion, nor judgment, is the 
^' firft-born of Satan -f-/' Here is an enu- 
meration of the principal, at leaft, the moft 
obnoxious tenets of the Gnoftics, who were 
the onjy heretics in that early age. 

In confcquenfce of this maxim concern- 
ing martyrdom, the Gnoftics are faid to 

24. vol. I. p. 71. 

AAxj^iTo^ tTL* scj 0; oof /joi ofio>^oyYi to fMofvftov T» rnv^H, ex t» 
9iaSoXa en ♦ y^^ eg av /iS^oJh/ij ra >xttxa tk iw^w 'zo'fOf to; iSio; 
nnSt/jbuo^, . T^r/n /xTi7e coia^aavt^ fi>]7s xpicriv nvoi, «7^ ^ar^Toloxof 
f n T« Zotefa. Ep. Ad. Eph. fcS. 7 . p. 1 87. 

have 



204 Tenets of the Gnojiics. Book I. 

have made no difficulty of eating things 
facrificed to idols, though nothing can be 
more exprefsly forbidden than this pradtice 
is in the New Teftament ; as it makes one 
of the four articles of things prohibited to 
the Gentile converts by an aflembly of all 
the apoftles, is moft pointe41y argued againll 
by Paul, in his epiftles to the Corinthians, 
and is likewife feyerely reprehended in the 
book of Revelation, 

In the dialogue of Juftin Martyr, Trypho 
fays, that ** many who were called chrif- 
'* tians ate of things facrificed to idols, and 
** faid there was no harm in it." But it 
appears by Juftin's anfwer, that they were 
Gnoftics *. Irenaeus fays of the Valenti- 
nians, that, *' without dillindlion, they ate 
" of things facrificed to idols, not thinking 
** themfclves defiled by them, and were the 
** firft to attend the feafts in honour of the 
** heathen gods *!•." The Nicolaitans alfo 

]^ hEyofXiwv xftnovftw, wvOavofAou t^uiv ra EtSo^^oSi/la, x^ fAv^ev cjc 
jiHii Pxopjrlta^M Xsytiv, P. 207. 

fiiaXuvyivofjuvnvEjpoJIoiauviajiv, Lib. I. cap. I. p. 30. 

Auftxn 
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Auftin fays, facrificed to idols, and did -not 
cppofe the Gentile fuperflitions *. 

Upon the whole, this dodrine of the 
non-obligation of martyrdom, and the prac- 
tice of facrificing to idols, is fo generally 
laid to the charge of the Gnoflics, and it is 
fo confonant to their other principles, that 
it is impoilible not to give fome credit to 
the accounts. It is evident, however, that 
the charge was not univeffally true. Some 
Marcionites, in particular, had fo great a 
value for the gofpel, and held the obligation 
of truth fo facred, that they fuffered mar* 
tyrdom rather than renounce their profcf- 
lion of chriflianity. In Eufcbius the Mar- 
cionites are faid to have boafled of many 
martyrs -f- ; and particular mention is made 
by him of one Afclepius, a Marcionite 
martyr %. 

* Hi ncc ab iis qux idolis imniobntur cibos fuos fq>a* 
rant, et alios ritus gentilium fuperditionum non adver- 
fantur. Catalogus Hasr. vol. 6. p. 14. 

'f Km v^vloi ye ot otto 71% Mapuavx aupio^u^ Ma^Kumrai noMi" 

aiHov Hola a?jfiucn> hx ofjLo^.cyao'i Hi . lib. 5. cap. 16. p. 232. 
X De Martyribus PalciUnae, cap. 10. p. 4^:6. 

Wc 
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We may learn from the New Teftament^ 
that fome perfons profefling chriftianity did 
not, for fome time at Icaft, refrain from eat- 
ing things facrificcd to idols, or from fof- 
liication. But though this might be from 
want of confideration, rather than from 
principle, the apoftle Paul does not fail to 
expoftulate with them with peculiar ear- 
neftnefs on the fubjeft. See i Cor. x, 20. 
2 Cor. vi. 16. See alfo what he obferves 
concerning the neceflity of all who would 
walk godly in Chrijl Jefus^ /nff^^^^S P^Kfi'^ 
cation^ a Tim. iii. 10. with the enumera- 
tion of his own fufFcrings in feteral places, 
which feems to allude to the contrary prin- 
ciples and praftices of others. 

There are alfo perfons charadlerized by 
holding the doBlrine of Balaam^ both in the 
fecond epiftle of Peter, the epiftle of Jude, 
and the book of Revelation i and in this 
book, chap. ii. 14. they are defcribed as 
teaching to eat things facrijiced to idols, as 
well as to commit fornication. It is pro- 
bable, that they were all the fame clafs of 
perfons, and that they were Gnoflics, who 
held thefe principles. The particular com- 
mendation 
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xnendation given to the martyr Antipas, in 
this book, ch. ii. 13. and the reproof given 
to the church of Thyatira, for fuffering a 
ferfon called Jezebel to teach ^ and to f educe 
perfons to eat things facrtficed to idols^ chap, 
ii. 20. (hews that there were of thefe Gnof^ 
tics when that book was written. 

Alfo the folemn promife at the concIa« 
fion of each of the epiftles to the ieven 
churches, of efpecial favour to thofe who 
fhould overcome^ plainly points out the ob« 
ligation that chriflians were under to main- 
tain the truth at the hazard of their lives. 
Nothing can more clearly prove this obliga- 
tion on all chrifliansy than our Lord's own 
dodtrine and exadiple^ Matt. x.39. He that 
findeth his life Jball lofe it^ and be that lofetb 
bis hfe for my fake Jball find it. But bit 
own death, with refpedt to which we arc 
particularly exhorted to follow his example, 
is the ftrongefl fanclion that he could give 
to his precept on this head. 

Indeed, nothing but the fenfe of this 
t^bligation, to maintain the profefiion of 
our faith in all events, could have recure4 
the prevalence of chriftianity in the world, 

and 
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and have enabled it to triumph over all the 
obftacles that it had Co encounter. No- 
thing elfc could have been fo well calcu^ 
lated to give mankind in general fuch a 
full perfuafion of the fincerity of chriflians^ 
and of their high fenfe of the importance 
of the gofpel, and confequently, to procure 
a proper attention to its principles^ and gain 
converts to it. 



SECTION VII. 

The G no flics dijbelieved the RefurreSlion. 

^ L L the Gnoftics, without exception, 
from thofe who made their appearance 
in the time of the apoftles, down to the 
Manicheans, difbelieved the refurreftion. 
They held matter and the body in fuch 
abhorrence, that they could not perfuade 
themfelves that the foul was to be incum- 
bered with it any longer than in this life. 
But they did not, therefore, give up all 
belief of future rewards and punifhments. 
They believed the immortality of the foul; 

and 
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and that the foul, divcfted of the body, 
would be rewarded or puniflicd according 
to the adtions performed in it. Without 
this there could never have been any mar- 
tyrs at all among them, . as we have fecn 
that there were among the Marcionites. 

However, as the dodlrine of a rcfurrec^ 
tion makes fo great a figure in the chrif- 
tian fchcme, the Gnoftics, or at leaft fome 
of them, did not venture to deny it in 
words ; but they faid it was a figurative 
exprefiion, and either related to the moral 
change produced in the minds of men by 
the preaching of the gofpel, or a rifingfrom 
this mortal life to an immortal one, after 
the death of the body. According to 
Epiphanius, Hierax faid that the refurrec- 
tion related to the foul, not to the body*, 
and the Manicheans faid that the death of 
which Paul wrote was a ftate of fin, and 
the refurredion a freedom from fin-j-. 

Hxr. 67. vol. I. p. 709. 

■f- 0ir.'jc7cv, vJJau^a (paci^ tJcv aw« Xeyw o 'sroi/X©' n to rv 
auafLa yivscr^)^, -^ avjcraffiv to Tu;v.a/iia^7«uv aarcO^^ynvai. Chry- 
foftom, in I JCor. 15. Opera, vol. xi. p. 6O4. 

Vol. I. P This 
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This muft have been the dodlrine taught 
by Hymenaeus and Philetus, whofc words 
Paul fays, 2 Tim. ii. 17. did eat as doth a 
caJiker^ and who erred concerning the truths 
faying that the refurreSlion is pajfed already, 
and overthrew the faith of fome. It is 
poflible, alfo, that Paul might allude to 
this doftrine of the Gnoftics, when, in the 
epiflle to the Coloflians, after fpeaking of 
their voluntary humility ^ worjhipping of an^ 
gels, intruding into things which they had not 
fcen, vainly puffed up in their fiejhly minds, 
ch. ii. 1 8 (which are evident charadlers of 
the Gnoftics) he added ver. 20. If ye he dead 
With Chrijl from the rudiments of the world, 
why^ as though living in the world, are ye 
fnhjedl to ordinances % as if, arguing with 
them on their own principles, he had faid. 
If the death from which we are to rife, be 
merely a death of fin, why do you continue 
to live as men of this world only ? And 
again, ch. iii. i. If ye then be rifen with 
Chriji^ feek thofe things which are above, 
where Chrijl Jitteth on the right hand of God, 
i. e. If, as you pretend, the refurredtion be 
pafled already, and you be adlually rifen 

again 
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again with Chrift, live in a manner agtec- 

able to this new and better life. 

But in the fifteenth chapter of the firft 

epiftle to the Corinthians, the apoftle ar-^ 

gues at large againfi: the dodrine of the 

fialfe teachers in that church, who held 

that the dead would not rife ; and there-^ 

fore he proves the dodtrine of an univerfal 

refurredlion from that of Chrift, ahd an-» 

fwers the objedlions that were made to it 

from its feeming natural impoflibility. And 

it evidently appears from the whole tenor 

of the apoftle's difcourfe on this fubjedt, 

as well as from his confolatory addrefs to 

the TheiTalonians, on the death of their 

chriilian friends, that he had no expedta-^ 

tion of any future life at all but on the 

do&rine of a refurredlion. If the dead rife 

noty he fays, i Cor. xv, 16. then is not Chrift 

raifed', and if Chriji be not raifed^ your faith 

is vain^ ye are yet in your fins. Then they 

alfo who are fallen ajleep in ChriJI are perijijed. 

If in this life only we have hope in Chrift^ we 

are of all men moft miferable. And again, 

Ver. 32. If the dead rife not^ let us eat and 

drink for to-morrow we die. In the whole 

P 2 difcourfe 
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difcourfe he makes no account of, he does 
not even mention, their dodrine of happi* 
ncfs or mifery without the body. 

But the moft extraordinary circumflance 
is that, after this pofitive afTertion, and 
copious illuftration of the dodtrinc of the 
refurreftion, it fhould ftill continue to be 
denied by the Gnoftics, who were not 
without refpedt for his authority and writ- 
ings. They even pretended that his writ- 
ings were in favour of their principles. 
Bardefanes appealed to the fcriptures, and 
propofed to abide by them*. The chief 
advantage which they imagined they had 
from the fcriptures on this fubjeft, was 
from its being faid by Paul, that jiep and 
blood could not inherit the kingdom of God ^ 
I Cor. XV. 50. Ambrofe fays that ** the 
** heretics who deny the refurreftion urge 
** its being faid, that they do not rife ia 
** the flefhf ." The Marcionites alfo pre- 

* To ray x^inav'&;v Jby/ia Tfrfi x) yca^ai; oT/prniW Xf^ ^ 
avo y^a^m^ >j 'mr.7M^y\'nik(T%iM, Contra Marcioniias, p. 106. 

+ Sicuti illi haerctici qui refurredionem carnis iiegaDt, 
ad dicipicndas animas fimplicium, dicunt, his quia in 
came non refurganr. De Divinitatc Filii, lib. i. cap. 3^ 
Opera, vol. 4. p. 279. 

tended 
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tended to prove from the fcriptures that 
the body would not rife again, ** becaufe 
'* the prophets and apoftles never men- 
** tioned flcfh or^ blood in a future ftate, 
*• but the foul only. David>" they faid, 
fpeaks of his foul being delivered from 
death. Thou wilt not leave my foul 
^* in hell, &c.*" They alfo argued from 
Goi^s giving it a body as it pleafed Aim^fM 
It feems, therefore, that they thought 
that the grofs body being dropped in the 
grave, the foul would be clothed with 
fomething which, though it might be called 

t 

a lodyi vrzs of an etherial and fubtilc nature, 
free from all the imperfections of the prefent 
body. And in this they have, in fome de- 
gree, the authority of the apoftle. But then, 
they held that whatever the change was, 
it took place at death, and that what was 

ITOsmravh <rapHO^ ij oufji^ogy aWwx ^vx^-^ /^wrj, nv >^ viuxovlo ^oxtm. 
Km *9fcilov fAiv Aa^ii* oli e^^vrco^ fnfri^ rvpi 'i^vx^ (^ Vi^amui. 
Origen Contra Marcionitas, p. 1 36. 

t Ov mlo TO accfxa ?^y« «yiracr^a<, awC e^sj C9, cnro th >£yiiv • • 
fe Seoj SiJtjcriv cwiu avfjLa^ tij^ai nSsX^crev. Ibid. p. 143. 

P 2 ' • com-* 
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committed to the ground always remained 
there; whereas nothing could give any 
propriety even to the term refurreSlion^ if 
the body that died did not live again, how 
improbable foever it may appear to us. If 
nothing of tbiit which dies is to appear 
3gain, in any future period of our exiftence» 
there may be a new creation of men, but 
there cannot be 2iny proper refurreSiion. It 
feems to have been in oppofition to any 
other refurredlion than that of a proper 
hody^ that, in the epiftles afcribed to Ig- 
natius, mention is made of the refurre£tioQ 
as hting Jicjhly^ as wellasfpiritual^. 

As the refurredtion was denied, or ex- 
plained away, by the Gnoftics in the age of 
the apoftles, and they appear, from other 
circumAances to have been Jews, it feems 
that th?ir philofophy had prevailed over 
the principles of their former religion. 
This is the Icfs to be wondered at, as the 
Sadducecs, a confiderable fedt among the 

* Ev ovcijuxit Ijitru xf*5T<i ^t) tw (rafm aula j^ t« ou^jLtSi^ vo&ti n 
•A^ ava^atTiy, iochikyi 7$ 3i^ 'miufialiKr,^ &c. Ad. Smyrn. fcft. I ?• 
p. 38. 

Jews, 
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Jews, and fufficiently attached to their re- 
ligion in other refpefts, did Hkewifc difbe- 
lieve the rcfurredtion : But then they dif- 
believed a future ftate in any form, which 
the chriftian Gnoftics did not. 



SECTION VIII. 

Of the Immoralities of the Gnojiics, and their 
Sentiments with ReJpeSl to Marriage , &c. 

•y H E contempt with which the Gnoftics 
treated the hocly, was capable of two 
oppoflte applications, and would therefore 
naturally operate according as perfons were 
previoufly difpofed, or as they were in- 
fluenced by other principles. For either 
they would think to purify and elevate the 
fouKby negledling or macerating the body, 
rigoroufly abftaining from all carnal grati- 
fications ; or, confidering the affed:ions of 
the body as bearing no relation to thofe of 
the foul, they might think it was of no 
great or lafting confequence whether they 

P 4 indulged 
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indulged the body or not. It is well 
known that principles iimilar to theirs have 
had this twofold operation in later ages, 
leading fome to ' aufterity^ and others tQ 
fenfual indulgence. 

That the principles of the Gnoftics had, 
in fafl;, the worft of thofe influences in the 
age of the apoftles, their writings fuffi-- 
ciently evidence ; and though it is pro- 
bable, that the irregularities of the Gnoftics 
were in a great meafurc repreffcd by theic 
writings^ fo that we hear lefs complaint of 
thefe things afterwards ; yet charges of this 
kind are fo generally and fo ftrongly urged, 
and they are fo probable in themfclves, as to 
be entitled to fome degree of credit. In 
the treatife afcribed to Hermas, we read that 
fome thought ♦* as the body was to perifh, 
*' it might fafely be abufcd to luft */' 
Eufebius fays, that ** the Nicolaitans, co- 
•^ temporary with Cerinthus, but a fed: of 
^' no long continuance, were faid to h^vQ 

* Atquectiam videne quando pcrfuadeatur tibi intcrire 
corpus hoc, et abutaris eo in libidine aliqua. Lib. 3. fed* 
7. p. 106, 

^' theif. 
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^* their women in common, on the maxims 
^* that it was lawful to abufe the flefli *.'* 
But, perhaps, the moft unexceptionable 
evidence in this cafe may be that of a hea- 
then philofopher; and Plotinus reprefentS 
the Gnoftics as ridiculing all virtue. But 
as he intimates that the goodnefs of their 
difpofitions might over-rule the influence 
of their principles, it is poflible that the 
Gnoilics themfelves might deny that fup- 
pofed tendency of their dodlrines -f-. It 
was alfo generally faid, and probably with 
fome foundation, that the calumnies of the 
heathens againft the chriflians, as addicted 
to criminal indulgences, were occafioned 
by the pradlices of the Gnoftics, who called 

* Axo>Ji!^ yap tivai ^oji rry 'srpciiv raJlw ixiivn t>j fawi m A 
'tfstpaxpaj^MTma'apKihi, Hid. lib. 3. cap. 25. p. 123. 

"j" O ?£ ?joyog h\ou £?* vsavifUiUspov^ rov rr,; rspGyaia; Ki/^wv, ;tJ aJw 
TfR' vpwcMc^^ fH/A^OfASvo; . x) ^avlac^ vofjusg th^ tylau^a cBifiaffOQ^ 
a^ Tw opeJw Try bk 'soUq^ tu Xfova ayf wn/xmfv, ro^ re a-tj^pcvsn T«b 
sv ye^Jli BtfjLSfo^^ ax fwjJfv xaXov svlauf^a Or\ cp9m uTrapxfiv . av£i>JB 
TO, Tf ffa^po)/ziy^ j^rrv tv ror, >}9e<n avfAJpu rev ^ixaica-umf^ Tnv reXH- 
fuvnv tK >x*/H xj offxnirea^^ xj o7^; xaff a a-TTnOMcg oai^pioTrQr au 
yt/oilo . ft)^ T£ aJlotg HolcO^i'Tnff^M mif riocivnv ^ to 'arrpi a-Jlag, iu ra 
« MOivQV 'Bpo^ cOJ^ ov^p^raj • ^ TO Tijf xp^^7 f^ovcv^ f I firjig tjj ^ujh 
TJi cuHh xpenluv tin t«v Ti^yav ~» nlm. En. lib. 9. cap. 13. p. 2 1 3. 

themfelves 
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themfelves chriftians, and were not diflin- 
guifhed from other chriftians by the hea« 
thens * . 

That thofe who are confidered as heretics 
in the New Tcftament were licentious in 
their manners, appears from a variety of 
paflages. The apoftle Paul, applying to 
his own times the prophecies concerning 
the apoftacy of the latter days, fpeaks> 
(2 Tim. iii. 1 , &c.) of fome who, having tbf 
form of godliuefs^ denied the power of it ^ being 
addidted to almoft every vice, which he 
there enumerates. He expreffes this with 
equal clearnefs, chap. iv. 3. For the time 
will come when they will not endure found 
doSlrine^ bufy after their own lujis^ they will 
heap to themfelves teachers^ having itching 
ears ; and they f jail tarn away their ears from 
the truth, and f J all be turned unto fables. 

But the moft fhocking picture of the 
irregularities of fome profefling chriftians, 
though, perhaps, in a ftate of feparatioa 

* Toij & amroi; fSvEcriv 'aroWajv 'SJOfixuv Koia th ^tiH Xoy« 
iu<Tpifjuai 'siBpiajiocv i v\^ fl aaHw fiif^n; f jj t w t« vavl®' xp^riavart 
£^1*; CiaSohTVf kc.T3lx^o;avjy\^. Eufcb. Hift, lib. 4. cap. J, 

p. 149 

z fvoxtx 
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from thofc who were termed catholic, is 
drawn by Peter in his fccond cpiftle, and 
alfo by Jude. It is evident, that they arc 
the fame perfons who are defcribed by them 
both ; and one feature in the account of 
Jude feems to fix the charge upon the 
Gnoftics. He fays, ver. 3. It was needful 
for me to write unto yoUy and exhort yoUj that 
ye would earnejily contend for the faith once 
delivered to the faints. For there are certain 
men crept in una^wares^ who were before of old 
pre-ordained to this condemnation ; turning the 
%race of our God into lafcivioufnefs, and deny^ 
ing the only Lord God^ and our Lord Jefus 
CbriJI, This denying of God and ofChriJl in 
Jude, the denying the Lord that bought them 
of Peter ^ and the denying that Chriji is come 
in the fiejhy or that ^efus is the ChriJ, of 
John, were probably phrafes of the fame 
import, as they nearly refemble each other, 
and then there can be no doubt of the per-p 
fons fo defcribed being Gnoftics. 

It is poflible alfo that, by denying the only 
Lord God^ Jude might mean their afcribing 
the making of the world to fome other being 
than the only true God, which was the blaf-^ 

phemy 
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fbemy againft God with which the Gentile 
Gnoftics were charged ; though this is the 
only circumftance that can lead us to think 
that the apoftles had to do with any fuch 
Gnoftics. But this is very poflible, as 
there is no circumftance in this epiftle 
that (hews thefe particular Gnoftics to have 
been Jews ; no hint being given of their 
bigotted attachment to the law of Mofes, 
If the Gnoftics that Jude alludes to were 
Gentiles, this may alfo have been the cafe 
vi^ith thofe of whom John writes. That 
they were the fame defcription of perfons 
there can be no doubt ; and even John fays 
nothing of their attachment to the law. 

Alfo, the fame perfons whom John cha- 
radlerizes, by faying, they denied that "Jefus 
is the Chrijf^ an 4 that Chrijl is come i?i the 
feJJj^ he reprefents, i John iv. 5. as of the 
nvorUy and fpCiihing of the world -, and fays 
that therefore the world heareth them. It 
was, probably, in oppofition to the licen- 
tious maxims of the Gnoftics, that John 
enlarges fo much on the moral influence 
of true chriftianity in his firft epiftle ; as 
I John iii. 3, 6cc. JEivry vian that hath 

ibis 
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this hope in him purifietb himfelf^ even as he 

is pure. JVbofoever committetb fin^ tranf-^ 

grejfetb alfo the laWyfor fin is the tranfgrejjion 

of the law. And ye know that be was mani^ 

fefied to take aivay finsy and in him is no fin. 

IVbofoever abidctb in him finnetb not. Wbo^ 

Joeverfinneth hath notfcen bim^ neither knoivn 

him. Little children^ let no man deceive you \ 

be that doth rigbteoufiiefsy is righteous^ even 

as be is righteous. Whojoever is horn of God, 

doth not commit fin, for his feed rematnetb in 

him, and be cannot fin, becanfe be is born of 

God. 

Here feems to be an allufion to licentious 
principles, as well as pradlices. The deeds 
of the Nicolaitans, who were Gnoftics, men- 
tioned Rev. ii. 6. were probably f.^me im- 
purities, or vicious pra(2ices ; and as it is 
fometimes called the doSlrine of the Nicolai^ 
tansy as ver. 15. that is fpoken of with fuch 
abhorrence, it is probable that they vindi- 
cated their pradlices by their principles. 
Beiides, vices would hardly be laid by the 
apoftles to the charge of men, as known by 
a particular name, if they were not vices 
avowed by thofe who bore that name. 

1 In 
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In general, however, it muft be acknow- 
ledged, that the Gnoftics, at leaft thofc of* 
a later period, were advocates for bodily 
aufterity and mortification ; thinking the 
body, in all cafes, a clog to the foul, and 
that all fenfual indulgence, even fuch as was 
deemed lawful by others, had an unfavour- 
able operation. Saturninus, as Theodoret 
fays, taught that '* marriage was the doc- 
** trine of the devil *." Aftd we may 
clearly perceive, from Paul's firft epiftle to 
the Corinthians, and other parts of his 
writings, that fimilar principles were in- 
culated by the falfe teachers of his day. 
HencCj probably, the queftions about mar- 
riage propofed to him by the chriftians at 
Corinth, and his decifion, Hcb. xiii. 4. that 
marriage is honourable, and the bed undefiled. 

That he might allude to the Gnoftics in 
the epiftle to the Hebrews, is not impof- 
iible, as they were Jewifli Gnoftics that he 
had to do with, and they were ftrenuous 
advocates for the law of Mofes ; arid again ft 
that part of their fyftem much of the epiltle 

Hacr. Fab. lib. I. cap. 3. Opera, vol. 4. p. 194% 

is 
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is direAed. But towards the concluiion, he 
feems to defcant upon other parts of it ^ 
and prefently after the above-mentioned ob- 
fervation concerning marriage^ he fays, Be 
not carried about with divers and Jlrange 
doSlrines^ which^ no doubt, alludes to the 
Gnoflics, as in fimilar expreflions, he cer- 
tainly does refer to them in various parts 
of his writings. 

This dodlrine of the prohibition of mar- 
riage, it is evident, that Paul thought very 
ill of, by his making it one of the charac* 
ters of the great apojiacy of the latter times, 
I Tim. iv, 3. Forbidding to marry ^ and com^ 
manding to abjiain from meats ^ &c. 



SECTION IX. 

Of the Gnofiic Teachers giving L enures for 

Money. 

f* H E Gnoftics were not only perfons ad- 
dicted to the philofophy of their times, 
(many of them being, as we may prefumc 
from this circumflance, in the higher clafTes 

of 
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of life) but having had the advantage of a 
liberal education, many of them had fludied 
eloquence, and, like the philofophers of an- 
tiquity, gave ledlures, or harranguts, for 
money. It has been feen in the pafJages 
quoted from Origcn and, others, that the 
preaching of the Gnoftics was faid to be 
calculated to pleafe, rather than to edify their 
hearers, which was probably done by dc- 
* livering fuch difcourfes as Plato, and other 
philofophers did, who received money from 
their pupils. To this cuftom there are many 
allufions in the New Tcftament, efpecially 
in the two epiftlcs of Paul to the Corin- 
thians, in which he oppofes his own con- 
dudt (he having worked with his own hands 
among them, to maintain himfclf, while he 
preached to them gratis) to that of thefe 
teachers, who wade a gain of them. 

They are thus dclcribed Titus i. 9. 
that he (viz. the bifliop) ??jay be able by 
found doSlrinCy both to exhort , and to convince 
the gainfaycrs. For there are many unruly 
and vain talkers , and deceivers, efpecially thty 
of the circumcijion^ ivhofe mouths muji be 
flopped^ U'ho fubvert %vhole houfes, teaching 

things 
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things which they ought not^ for filthy lucres 
fake. Thofc alfo who, Peter fays (2 Pet. 
ii, 1, &c.) brought in damnable herefies^ de^ 
nying the Lord that bought them^ did like- 
wife through coveteoufnefs "^vith feigned words ^ 
make merchandife cf their hearers. 



SECTION X. 

Of the refraSlory Difpofition of fome of thi 

Gnofiics. 

'P H E R E is another circumftance which 
diftinguiflicd the Jewifti Gnoftics of the 
apoftles times, and perhaps thofe of no 
other, which was the high fenfe they had 
of the dignity of their nation, their averfion 
to the Roman government, and indeed to all 
fubordination. On this account the apof- 
tles frequently urged the neceflity of a due 
fubjeaion to fuperiors, and the propriety 
of prayer being made for all men, as for 
kings, &c. This Paul particularly en- 
joins Timothy with refpeft to the church 
Vol. I. Q^ At 
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at Ephcfus, where there were many Gnof- 
tics, I Tim, ii. \. I exhort^ therefore^ fir ft of 
////, that fuppFicat tons ^ prayers^ intercefpons^ 
and giving of thanks ^ be made far all men : fbr 
kings^ and for all that are in authority^ The 
fame charge he gives to Titos (chap.iii. i) 
Put them in mind to befubjedl to principalities^ 
and powers^ -4a obey magijlrates^ &c. Pctcr 
alfo fpeaks of them (2 Pet, ii. 10) as def^ifers 
of government i prefumptuous^ f elf ^willed ^ not 
afraid tojpeak evil of dignities ; and ver, 19. 
ViS promi/ing men liberty , Judc alfo defcribes 
them (vcr. S) as defpifing dominion ^ ^nAfpeak-- 
ing evil of dignities. 

This promife of liberty they might ex- 
tend to the Gentile chriftians ; and for 
this reafon the apoftle Paul might think it 
neceffary to urge the obligation of chriflian 
flaves to continue in fubjeftion to their 
mafters, 1 Tim. vi. i. Let as many flaves as 
are under the yokCf count their own mafiers 
Ivor thy of all honour y that the name of God^ and 
his doctrine be not blafphemed. — — ^ any man 
teach otherwfe (from which it is evident, 
that fome had done fo) and confent not to 
I'A'olefome words, even to the words of our 

Lord 



/ 
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Lard Jefus Chrift^ and to the doSirine which 
is according to godlinefsy he is proud^ knowing 
nothing 9 hut doa ting about quejlions, andfrifes 
rf words ^ &Ci This circumftancc clearly 
marks the Gnoftics, and therefore makes it 
highly probable^ that the other doArine^ 
concerning freedom from fervitude> was 
taught by the fame peffons« 



m^ 



SECTION XI. 

Of public Worjhip among the Gnojlits^ 

J^S the Cnoftics were philofophical and 
^culative people^ and affedted refine-* 
ment, they did not make much account 
of public worjhip^ or of pofitive infti* 
tutions of any kind. They are faid to 
have had no order in their churches. We 
do not hear much of their having regular 
biihops among them ; and, making them- 
ielves by this means much lefs confpicuous 
than other chriftians, they were not {q 

0^2 much 
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ni.;— rrrcjs-^ tc psiccctioc, ctcq tnoiuni 
thr" iiic t:ii r*E?:i ciibc-fed to make im- 
rrrj'tr ctcrr "ii-csrs in crccr to aroid it. 

A rtj^-tlrzlir 2cr:?a::t cf the dilbrdcrly 
^r* ifcl^rch difcipline aznoog the Gnof- 
i:j5 ri£T be i«3 in Tcrtallian. He de- 
jcrhATi :: i5 *' withD^t dignity, lothority^ 
•' rr :rr;;i2^;r- It is uncertain," he fijs, 
*- lE^bc 15 a c«tccbumen, or who one of 
•• -iz.z :"i::h:'ul, as ihcy all attend the 
•• '.vrrih-r, he2r, and pray in common. 
•• They jrr ill conceited, and promife to 
** ir.frmct ethers. They are proficients 
•• before ihcy arc properly catechumens. 
•• How roiiV arc their women, how they 
•• hivc the -iirurince to teach, to difpatc, 
'• exoroiiV. ur.vfcrtike cures, and perhaps 
•* b.\rtirc. Their ordinations are hafty, 
•• light, ir.i ir.ccnfrant. Sometimes they 
•' ..dvar.ce mere ncvices, fometimes perfbns 
•* cni^jged in fecular bufinefs, and fome- 
•* tildes apoftates from os. To-day one man 
" is the bifhop, to-morrow another. To-day 
'* he is a deacon, who to-morrow will be a 
** reader. To-day be is a prelbyter, who 

** to morrow 
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" to-morrow will be a layman ; for they 
** impofe on the laity the fundtions of the 
/* clergy. They have no reverence for 
** their clergy. Many of them have no 
^ churches, &c.* 

In an cpiftle afcribed to Ignatius, we 
jread that ** fome abftained from the Eu- 
/• charift, and from prayer, becaufe they did 
.^* not acknowledge the Eucharift to be the 
*• flcfli of the body of our Saviour Jefus 
♦* Chrifl, which fufFered for our fins, and 
^^ which the father in his goodnefs raifcd 

* Non omittam ipfius etiam cowrerfationis hxreticx 
defcriptionein quam futilis, quam terrena, quam humana 

.fit^ fine gravitate, fine authoritate, fine difciplina, ut fidei 
fuae congruens. |n primis quis catechumenus, quis fidelis, 
incertum eft; pariter adeunt, pariter audiunt, pariter 
onnt.«-^-Oinnes tument, omnes fcientiam pollicentur. Ante 
font perfeAi catechumeni quam edodii. Ipfx mulieres 
baereticar quam procaces, quae audeant docere, contendere, 
cxordfinos agere, curationes repromittere, forfitan et tin- 
gere, Ordinationes eorum temerariae, leves, inconftantes. 
Nunc neophytos conlocant, nunc feculo obftri£tos, nunc 
apoftatas noftros. Alius hodie epifcopus, eras alius ; hodie 
diaconus qui eras le£lor ; hodie prefbyter qui eras iaicus ; 

«iain et laicis faecerdotalia munera injungunt. — Ncc fuls 
prxfidibus revercntiam noverint. Plerique nee ecclcfias 
lia^bent, &c. Dc Pracfcriptiorie, fed. 41^ p. 2i 7 • 
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^' up/' *' It is proper/* therefore/* he 
fays, ** to abftain from fuch, nor fpeak of" 
•* them in private, or publicly, but attends 
*' to the prophets, and efpccially the gof— 
♦* pel, in which the fufFering (of Chrift) iss. 
** manifeft to us, and the refurre^lion com*;' 
** pleted, and avoid divifions as the prin^ 
^* cipal beginning of evils*/' Clemens 
Alexandrinus fpeak? of th? herefy of Prodi—* 
cus who rejeded prayer "f*. Origen alfo fays 
there ^' are fome who fay that men ought 
^* not to pray, admitting of no external 
^* figns, ufinjg neither baptifm, nor the 
^* Lord's fupper ; perverting the fcripr 
^' tures, faying that fomething elfe than 
^* prayer is meant by them;};/* 

tvx^^^^^ <^oLfHa £fvM 78 o-afAcO®- nfMJv In^ Xf <^9) tuv tnr^ ofiaf* 

HfSTrov ^y trtv evntxt^ou tm To^iilm^ ;^ /a>i7e ud! liuof mt^i avkv 

y£}4Uy svu TO *BaA®- nfjuv ^fSyj^a/iax, jy if ovaraffiiTdihimlau * ts; Si 
ft£f*(7/«5 ^evyA, 6>iafx,nvMaMav. Smyr. {e&. 7. p. 37- 
' f Evlcu/^a ysvofuvoi irjrtfjiAieff^ ruv vtfi ns fjoiistv tyx/ar^M wg§g 

ioy/Jtala, Strom. 7. p. 722. 

X Km ve^ m /in istv ivxi^^iu ieiimlou vuaai TOfti * ns yw^un^ 
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As many of the Gnoftics thought that 
Chrift had no real body, and therefore had 
not proper fiefh or blood, it ihould ieem 
that, on this account, when they did cele- 
brate the eucharift, they made no ufe of 
wine^ which reprefents the blood of Chrift, 
but of water only, Clemens Alexandrinus 
fpeaks of fome who ufed water only in the 
eucharift, and they were evidently Gnoftics, 
or heretics who had quitted the church *. 
With a view to this, Cyprian orders that 
wine be ufed in the eucharift, and not 
water f. Chryfoftom fays, that ♦'Chrift 

PfiXoyina xf^f^^^^f ffwo^aihsHei ra; ypafa; (v; ^ to evx^ff^au ntlo 
U finl^Ofmaf , ^K^^' ihpoif n nfteupofASVof vapa nSo Xiamurof. De 
Oratioiie, fcA. 15. 

nAet rm vpoa^pccifj im naSct rov navava Tng EtotXnnotij xpo^Asmf 
mfMtWj tftfam^y Ta-rlwi/^ m^ yfotfrji . m% yap oi jy \ii»p 4<^ 
iux/Btprwnr. Strom, lib. i. p. 317. 

f Admonitos autem nos fclas, ut in calice oflerendo 
Dominica traditio fervetur, neque aliud fiat a nobis quam 
quod pro nobis. Dominus prior fecerit: ut calix qui in 
commemoratione offertur mixtus vino ofFeratur, Nam 
cum dicat Chriftus, ego fum viiis vera^ fanguis Chrifti, 
non aqua eft utique, fed vinum. Non potcft videri fan- 
guis ejus, quo redempti et vivificati fumus, efTe in calice, 
quando vinum dcfit calici, quo Chrifti fanguis oftenditur^ 

0^4. qui, 
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*' drank wine after his refurreftion, in order 
''to eradicate the pernicious hcrefy of thofc 
«' who ufed water inftead of wine in the 

♦' eucharift *." 

It is not improbable, however, but that 
jnany of the Gnodics might decline the ule 
of wine in the celebration of the eucharift, 
on account of their abflaining from wine 
altogether, as a part of their fyftem of bo* 
dily aufterity. Such, fays Beaufobre, were 
the principles of the Encratites, who ab- 
ftained from wine, flefli meat, and mar- 
riage -f*. 

We have fewer accounts of what the 
Gnoflics thought or did with refpeft to 
baptifmj but it feems that fome of them at 
lead difufed it. Tertullian fpeaks of the 
Cajanan herefy, as excluding baptifm if. 

qui, fcripturarum omniMm facraii^ento ac tedimonio, effu- 
fus prasdicatur; £pi(l. p. 148. 

vcv^av 'ar^c^^i^sv ovaaTCosv . eteioi} r^ Ttvf; turi tv toi; fjLvmpiOif Mk 
n^Xf^A^^*- In Matt. 26. Opera, vol. 7. p. 700. 

+ HiftoiredeManicheifmc, vol. 2. p. 724. 

% At^u^ adeo nuper converfata iftic quaedam de Caiaoa 
bxTcfi vipcra venenatifEma doftrina fua plerofque rapuit, 
jn primis baptifmum deftrucns. Dc Baptifmo, fed. i. 
Ppcp, p, 22/|. 

Valentini|S| 
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Valentin us, Jerom fays, pleaded for two 
baptifms*. But what he meant by thU 
does not appear. Perhaps he might fay 
that there was a fplritual baptifm, as well 
as a carnal one, and that the former fuper-* 
feded ih« latter, which is the doftrine of 
the Quakers. 

The Gnoftics did not rejeA the fcrip- 
tures ; but, as I have already fhewn, they 
appealed to them, and defended their doc- 
trines from them. But as they did not 
confider them as written by. any proper 
infpiration, they feem to have thought 
themfelves at liberty to adopt what they 
approved, and to negleA the reft; with^ 
out difputing their genuinenefs. This, 
indeed, was not peculiar to them, but feems 
to have been a liberty taken by other pri- 
mitive chriftians, who, living near the times 
of the great tranfadtions recorded in the 
gofpel hiftory, might think themfelves as 
good judges with refpeft to them, as thofe 
who undertook to write hiftories. Thus 
the Ebionites made no public ufe of any 

* Unum baptifma et contra Valcntinum facit, qui duo 
baptifma^ eiTe contenditf In £ph. cap. 4. Opera, vol. 6. 

ptner 
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other gofpel than that of Matthew, though 
they might eafily have had the other gof* 
pels, and the reft: of the books of the New 
Teftament, tran dated for their ufe ; and it 
appears from Jerom, who faw that gofpel 
as ufed by them, that it was not cxadtly the 
fame with our copies. It is well known, 
that their copies of Matthew's gofpel had 
|)ot the ftory of the miraculous conception i 
and they ^Ifo added to the hiftory fuch cir« 
cumfl:anccs as they thought fufficiently au* 
thcnticatcd. No lefs liberty was taken by 
the Gnoftlcs. Cerinthus, fays Philafter, 
enjoined the obfervancc of the Mofaic law, 
rejc(5ted Paul, and admitted the gofpel of 
Matthew only, agreeing with Carpocrates 
with rcfpedt to the nativity of Chrift:*. 

Making any alteration in the books of 
fcripturc was called corrupting them ; and 
this, no doubt, was done by the Gnoftics , 
but they could not thereby intend to impoic 
their alterations upon the world, as the 

* Carpocras — Chriftum dc fcmine Jofcph natum arbi* 
tmtur. Cerinthus fucccfTit huic error!, doccns de genera- 
tionc itiJcm falvatoris, docct circumcidi et fabbatizari — 
aportolum Paulum non accipit — Evangclium recundum 
Mattlixum folum accipit, Jcc, Bib. Pi^t. vol. 5, p. 15. 

genuine 
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g;enuine writings of the apoftles ; for that 
they muft have knowq to be impoffible. 
It is, therefore, rather to be fuppofed, that 
they retained only fuch parts of them as 
they thought the moft ufeful ; and in this 
they would naturally be biaifed by their pe^ 
cruliar principles. 

This charge of corrupting the fcriptures 
does not affeft all the Gnoftics. ^^ I know 
^* of none/' fays Origen, *^ who corrupt 
^* the gofpel, except the difciples of Mar-^ 
^< cion and Valentinus, and thofe of LrU-r 
^* cian *." '' The Marcionites/' fays Chry- 
ibftom, ^* ufe only one gofpel, which they 
^* abridge, and mix as they pleafe •[••" 
What were all the particulars of Marci- 
pn's alterations of the gofpel, we are not 
informed, but he began the gofpej of Lruke 
with the third chapter, thus, ^* In the 1 5th 
year of Tiberius Caefar J ;*' and this was 

* Mslax/otfciaJloi is to n/afyiXotv a>^ km oiict n rii; osro Moi^* 
wa90q^ x) TS( onro Ova^%w^ oit/ai iir^ 'ng osiv AiMavy, Ad, 
Ceir. lib.2. p* 77* 

f Oi/3e yap 'sapaiexfivlca v^ tuaSytHroi earodloi, aX^' sva fjtofot^ 
^ cuflov fctfon^^ti jy ffvyx^ccvlsi «; cC^tWo* In Gal. I . Opcrai 
vol. 10. p* 971- 

X TcuHa vaUa vtputo^ oamn^t t^ apxnvTH waTytXut Hc^ 
votvTnv. — £y ru vtvlateui^xaki sitt TiCeptu Kauraf®', £pipha- 
f^ius, Hxr«42. Opera, vol • i. p. 312. 

Z owing 
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owing to his not giving credit to the hiftory 
of the miraculous conception, contained in 
the two firft chapters. 

We could not, however, h»ve concluded 
from this omiflion, that Marcion thought 

« 

them not to have been written by Luke, 
if he had not exprefsly maintained this, as 
we are informed by Tcrtullian, who, fpeak* 
jng of the two copies of Luke's gofpel, his 
own, and Marcion's, fays, *' I fay that mine 
** is the true copy, Marcion that his is fo. 
'• I affirm that Marcion's copy is adulte- 
" rated; he, that mine is fo*/' He adds, 
that his own copy was the more ancient, 
becaufe Marcion himfelf did for fome time 
receive it. But this he might do till, on 
examination, he thought he faw fufficient 
reafon to rejeft it. Cerinthus, Carpocrates, 
and other early Gnoftics, rejedled the hiftory 
of the miraculous conception, as well as 
Marcion and the Ebionites. 

* Ej^o meum dico verum, Marcion fuum. Ego M*r- 
cionis afiirmo adultcratum, Marcion meum. Adv. Mar- 
cionem, lib. 4. cap. 4. p. 415. Quod vero pertinet ad 

evangelium interim Lucae adco antiquius Marcionc 

eft ut et ipfe illi Marcion aliquando crcdideric. Ibid. 

CHAP. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

The Gnoftics were the only Heretics in early 

times. 

TT appears from the evidence of all anti- 
quity, that the Gnoftics were always 
confidered by other chriftians as heretics i 
and though there were of them in the 
church of Corinth, and alfo in that of 
Ephefus, and other churches at firft, they 
either foon feparated themfelves from the 
communion of other chriftians, or were ex- 
pelled from it; fo that when the apoftle John 
wrote they were a diftind body of men, dif- 
tinguifhed by peculiar names. It is eafy to 
fhew, from ecclefiaftical hiftory, not only that 
the Gnoftics were confidered as heretics^ but 
that they were the only perfons who were con- 
fidered in that light for two or three centu- 
ries after Chrift. But before I enter on the 
proof of this, it may not be amifs to make a 
few obfervations relating to berefy^ and the 

ideas of the ancients concerning it. 

SEC 
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SECTION i. 

Of Herefy in general. 

J^ BREST properly fignifies a divlfion^ of 
feparation^ and therefore was ufed to 
exprefs a part detached from a large body 
of men* In this cafe, the larger body, of 
majority^ would, of courfe, entertain an un* 
favourable opinion of them ; but the mi<« 
liority^ without denying that they were 
heretics^ or the minority^ would not think 
thcmfelves fubjeft to any juft opprobrium 
on that account. Thus, while the chrif- 
tians were the minority among the Jews^ 
and were confcquently confidered as here- 
tics, Paul fays, Adls xxiv* 14. According to 
the ivay which they call herejy^ Jo worjhip t 
the God of my fathers. As heretics, we 
alfo find that the chrillians were caft out 
of the Jewifti fynagogues (which was a 
pattern for the chriftian excommunica-- 
fions) arid yet it appears that, for fome 

time. 
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tioic, chriftians were admitted info thef 
fynagogues^ and allowed to preachy and 
difputc in them. 

' Thus we find it to hare been the cuftom 

of Paul, in all his apoftolical journtys, to 

begin with teaching in the Jewi(h iyna« 

gogues, and that he continued Co to do^ 

till, on account of their comipg to bo agree* 

ment, he was either denied that liberty^ 

or withdrew of his own accord. This 

was the cafe at Ephefus, where he firft 

preached three months in the Jewifli fy-» 

nagogue, but then left it, A&$ xix. 8« 

jinif be went into the fynagogue^ and Jpake 

boldly for the /pace of three months^ dtffuting 

And perfuading the things concerning the king^ 

dom of God. But ivhen divers were har* 

dened and believed not^ but J^ake evil of that 

way before the multitud^^ he departed from 

them, and feparated the difciples difputing 

(or difcourfing) daily in the fchool of one 

^yr annus. 

In like manner, when the Gnoftics be- 
gan to diftinguifh themfelves, and to be 
troublefome in chriftian churches, in which 

they 
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they had been tolerated for a timc> they 
either feparated of themfelves, or were ex- 
pelled. Paul tolerated them for fome time 
at Corinth, and only gave orders for the 
excommunication of the inceftuous perfon, 
who is generally fuppofed to have been at 
the head of that party in the place; and at 
Ephefus, he contented himfelf with ex- 
communicating Hymeneus and Alexander. 
1 Tim. i. 20. As Hymeneus denied the 
rcfurrcSion, as appears from 2 Tim- ii. i8- 
it is probable that Alexander did fo too, 
and therefore, that they were both excom* 
municated as Gnoilics. 

Paul's directions to Titus were general, and 
decifive, requiring him to rejedt heretics after 
the firft or fecond admonition only ; hav- 
ing perhaps, from a more perfect knowledge 
of their character, and a longer acquaintance 
with their conduifl, found that there was 
but little profpeCc of convincing them, and 
therefore thought that the fooner they were 
entirely feparated from the fociety of chrif- 
tians the better. That they were Gnoftics, 
and Gnoftics only, concerning whom he 

gave 
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gave thefe diredions^ is clear from the 
context, which I (hall therefore recite, 

• 

Titus iii* 9. But avoid foolijh quejiionsj 
and genealogies^ and contentions^ andfirivings 
about the law^ for they are unprofitable and 
vain. A man that is an heretic^ after tbefirft 
andfecorid admonition ^ ^^V5, knowing that- be 
that is fucb is fubverted^ and finneth^ being 
condemned of bimfelf. He here probably 
alludes to the profligacy of fome of the 
Gnoftics, which he imagined they could not 
but themfelves think to be blameable. As 
to mere opinions^ no perfon can adually 
hold any one, and at the fame time think 
it to be wrong, fo as to condemn himjelf 
for holding it ; and indeed thofe pradices 
which men really think to be Juftified by 
their opinions, they muft themfelves con- 
fider as innocent, whatever others may 
think of them. 

With refpeft to doSlrines^ this is a piece 
of jufticc that Evagrius very candidly does 
to the heretics, after the feparation had 
continued a long time. ** No heretics," he 
fays, " meant to blafpheme, but all thought 

Vol. I. R •' their 
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" their opinion to be preferable to that of 
** thofe who went before them*.'* 

In the time of the apoftle John, the 
Gnoftics feem to have been entirely fe- 
parated from the church ; and it fhould 
feem that they had generally retired of their 
own accord, as may be colleAed from 
1 John ii. 19. Tbey went out from us^ hut 
they were not of us \for if they had been ofus^ 
they would no doubt have continued with us ; 
hit they went out^ that they might be made 
manifejl that they were not all of us. That 
thefe perfons were Gnoftics, is evident from 
the context. For in the verfe preceding, 
he had fpoken of there being maf^ anti-- 
cbrifisj and in verfe 22, he had defined 
antichf ift to be one who denied that Jefus 
is the Chrijif which is well known to be 
a Gnoftic dodrine. 

It appears, however, from the book 
of Revelation, that there were exccp- 

lolwag lS?»a<r^u/i£iv rfin^cna-tv, n alifAocai to ^eiov Pa^OfJisvo; £|«AwS»;tw • 
Cioaui* ma, lib. i. cap. ii. p. 263* 

tions 
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tions in this cafe, and that Gnoftics were 
Hot abfolutely excluded from all churches. 
Thcfe were Nicolaitans in the church of 
Pergamos, as well as others who did not 
come under that particular denomination 1 
for the Gnoftics were very early divided 
into a variety of kdi% and parties. Such 
perfons alfo there were in the church of 
Thyatira, Rev. ii. 14, 15^ 20. As chrif- 
tians had no creeds in thofe days, any per* 
fon-openly profefling chriflianity, might be 
a member of a chriilian churchy and if 
he did not make himfelf troublelbme by 
propagating offenfive opinions, would cer« 
tainly be allowed to continue in \U For 
this has been the cafe in all ages. After- 
wards the creed to which every perfon gave 
his aflent at baptifm, was fo framed as pur- 
pofely to exclude the Gnoftics, and then 
the reparation was complete, as will be 
fhcwn in its proper place. 

In later times, when there was a flill 
greater diverfity of opinion among chrif- 
tiansy the definition of a heretic came to be 
much more difficult, as is acknowledged by 
Auftin* ** Every error ^^ he fays, ** is not 

R 2 '^ f^^^tfy. 
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** bcrejy, though all herefy, which, confifts. 
*' in vice, muft be an error. What it is, 
'* therefore, that makes a heretic, cannot^ 
" I think, be ftridtly defined, or at lead not 
«« without difficulty*/* 

At length the rule in which chriflians 
acquiefced with the moft fatrsfadtion, was to 
define that to be orthodox which was re- 
ceived in thofe great churches which had 
been founded by the apoftles, fuch as thofe 
of Rome, Antioch, and Jerufalemi Irenseus 
ftrongly urges this topic, faying, that the 
Valentinians were not before Valentinus, 
nor the Marcionitcs before Marcion, ficcf 
This is the /bort me fiod tdktn by TQitulli^n, 
in his trcatife De Prafcrrptione^ the great 

♦ Non enim omnis error haercfis eft, quamvis, omnis h«- 
rifis quae in vitio ponitur, nifi errore aliquo baerefis cffe noa 
pofTit. Quid ergo faciat haereticum, regular! quadam dcfi- 
nitionc comprchendi ficUi ego exiftimo, aut omnino noa 
pottft, aut difEcillimc poteft. Index Hsercfium, Prcf. 
Opera, vol.6, p. ii. 

+ Ante Valentinum enim non fiicrunt, qui Aint a Va- 
lentino; neque ante Marcionem erant, qui font a Mar- 
cionc; nequc omnino erant reliqui fcnfus maligni, quos 
fcpra cnunv:ravimus, antequam initiatorcs ct inventoreSt 
perverfitatis corum fierent. Lib. 3, cap. 4. p. 206. 

principle 
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' principle of which is thus brifefly exprefled 
by himfeff, ^* That is the true faithr, which 
^* is the moft ancient/ and that a corruption 

^** which is modern^." But then to dc- 
terniine what was ancieqt, and what was 
modern^ he appeals to the tenets of thofe 

■ 

churches^ or rather the bifliops and clergy 
of thofe churches, at that time, without 
confidering* what changes had, in acouric 
of time^ been gradually and infenfibly 
introduced into them*f-. In this man- 
ner, however, herefy^ and novelty came to 
be cohfidered as fynonynious. Thus the 
term - KdHfolofJUA feems to be ufed by Atha« 
nafius j;. Without attending to this cir* 

*Id efle venim quodcumque primum ; id eiTe adulterum, 
quodcumque pofterius. Ad Prax. kSt. i. p. 501. 

f Quid aotem prxdicaveririt, id eft, quid illis Chriftus re« 
vdaverit, ct hie praercribam non aliter probari debere, niii 
per eafdem ecclefias, quas ipfi Apoftoli condiderunt, ipft eit 
pnedicando, tarn viva, quod aiunt voce, quam perepillolas 
poftea. Si haec ita funt, confiat proinde omnem dofirlpam, 
quae cum illis ecclefiifi Apoflolicis, matricibus et origina- 
libus fidei confpiret, veritati deputandam ; fine dubio tenen- 
tern quod Ecclefix ab Apoftolis. Apoftoli a Chriflo, Chrif- 
tus a Deo accepit. De Prxfcrip^ione feft. 21. p. 209. 

Can* Sabel. Opera, vol. i. p. 654. 

R 3 ^umflance 
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cumftance, we fliall often be miflcd in read- 
ing ecclefiaftical hiflory. For it is not un* 
ufual with hiflorians to fpeak of an opinioi) 
as neWi when they themfelves have faid 
that was adopted from fome other perfon. 
Of this I (hall, in its place, give feyeral 
inflances. 

In later times berefy came to be diftin-* 
guifhed from Jcbijm by the former iGgni- 
fying a wrong opinion, and the latter 
an adtual feparation from the communion 
of the catholic churchy though on any 
other account. Thus Jerom defines the 
words *. 

. As the great body of Gnoftics had no 
communion with the catholic church, thij 
very want of communion, on the principle 
above-mentioned, was alledged as a decifive 
argument againft them. *< Heretics," fay? 
Tertullian, ** have nothing to do with our 
** difcipline. The very want of commu- 
** nion with us fhews they that are foreign 

* Inter haerefim ct fchifma hoc intereffe arbitramur,quod 
hserefis perverfum dogma habcat : fcifma propter cpifco- 
palem diflentionem ab ecclefia pariter feparct. Opera, 

vol. 6. p. 20c). 

" to 
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^* to us*." '' When hcrcfies and fchifms 
^* rofe afterwards," fays Cyprian, '• they fcC 
*^ tfp fcparatc conventicle^ to themfelves^ 
*^ and left the head and origin of truth +." 
And again, " If heretics are chriftians, why 
^* are they not in the church of God Jr" 
Heretics are alfo fpoken of as out of 
die church by Eufcbius§. ** Dionyfius,*' 
fays Athanalius, ** was no heretic, becaufe 
?' he did not fcparate himfclf from the 
^'church II /' ** It feemed proper," fays 
Badl, ** from the beginning, to reject here* 
f« tics entirely ^." ^* Every heretic," fays 

■ 

* Haeretici autem nullum habent confortium noftras 
dlTciplIn^, quos extraneous utique teftatur ipfa ademptio 
communicationis. De Baptifmo, fe£^. 15. p. 230. 

t £t cum haerefes et fchifnuta poft modum lUU funt 
dum conveoticula fibi direrfa conftituunt, veritatis caput 
atque origioem reliquerunt. Opera, p. 1 1 2« 

X H^retici Chriftiani funt, an non f fi Chridiani funt : 
cur in ecclefia Dei non funt. P. 234. 

fNTtf^DMRrdai «%>?£. Hift. lib. 5 cap. 20. p. 238. 

I MnJe aJl^ otf atp&riv cx^umw ein?^£ mi vikh^ta;^ DeSen* 
tentia Dionyfii, Opera, vol. i. p. 550, 

% Aifiosig fjttvrag vavlt)^ oTrtpfvr/fjLsnif )y mt auhv rnif twif 
€BW^0O^pi6)fjLSViii, eio^B rocfw TGig ei oifX?^ to fisv ruv oufiluutv nsooh 
7e\60$ a^ehrai. Ad Amphiloch. £p. Opera, vol. 3. p. 20* 

R 4 Jcrom, 
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Jcrom, '* is born in the church, but is coft 
'* out of the church, and fights ajgainft the 
^* church*." Auftin alfo fays, " As foon 
^* as any herefy cxiftcd, it feparated itfelf 
^^ ffpm the catholic church. -f-/' 

This being the cafe, according to the 
uniform tcflimpny of all antiquity, in every 
period of it, it may be fafely concluded, 
that though numbers of quiet people might 
continue in communion with the church,, 
yet that the majority muft have been fuch 
as were not deemed i^r^/iaj efpecially as 
a)l perfons had equal liberty to retire, and 
fet up feparate places of worftiip, and the 
temptation to continue in the church was 
not great. Since, therefore, there were no 
feparate places of vvoxQiip for chriftians of 
any denomination, befides either thofe who 
were ttrmci. cat holies y or thofe who were 
called Gnojiicsy under fome name or other, 
i\ may be fafely concluded, that in ^tfa^fe 

* Omnis enim Kaereticiis nafcitur in ecclefia, k^ de 
ecclefia projicitur, et contendit et pugnat contrl parentem. 
In Jerem. 22. vol.4, p. 277. 

f Statim enim unaquxque haerefis ut exiftcbat,- ct^a 
congrcgatione Catholicae comniunionis cxibat, &c» De 
]3aptifmo contra Donatiftas, lib. 5. cap.f9. vol. 7. p.446* 

early 
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early times none could be deemed heretics 
bcfides the Gnoftics. 

When bodies of men diftinguifli them- 
ielves fo much as to form feparate places of 
aflembly, they will of courfe be much 
talked of, and thence will arife a neceflity 
of giving them fomc name^ by which they 
may be diftinguiflicd from other- claffes of 
men. The purpofe of difcourfe and writ- 
ing will make this unavoidable ; becaufe it 
is inconvenient frequently to ufe peri- 
phrafes^ and long defcriptions of pcrfons 
or things. Accordingly, the difciples of 
Chrift had not long been known as a fepa- 
rate body of men, before they were diftin- 
guiflicd by the name of Nazarenes^ from 
Nazareth, of which place Jefus was, and 
then by that of chrift tans. 

As the Gentile chriftians ufed a different 
language from the Jewifh, and of courfe 
held feparate ailemblies, and on other 
accounts had little communication with 
them," the latter came foon to be diftin- 
guiflied by a peculiar name, viz. that of 
J^bionites, which was probably given them 

by 
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by their unbelieving Jcwifli brethreni or 
that of 'Nazarenei^ which, not being any 
longer ufed in Greek, as fynonymous to 
chnjtiansy but retained by the Jews, was 
not wanting to diflinguifh the Gentik 
chriilians. 

For fimilar reafons, the Gnoftics were 
foon diitinguiQied by a variety of peculiar 
names, as Nicolaitans, Cerinthians, &c» 
infomuch, that other chridians having no 
other name, this crrcumilance done came 
to be confidered as a proof that all thofe 
who were known by thefe peculiar names 
were not chriftians. It may, therefore, be 
taken for granted, that all bodies of men 
who had no peculiar names by which they 
were diftinguilhcd, were, in thofe early 
times, confidered as orthodox chriftians; 
and this was the cafe with all the unitarians 
among the Gentiles, at the fame time that 
they are allowed to have been even the ma* 
jority of the unlearned among them. But 
of this hereafter. 

A perfon difputing with a Marcionite 
fays, ** How can you be a chriftian, who 

*^ bear 
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^* bear not the name ; for you are not 
** called a chriftian, but a Marcionite *?" 
Athanafius alfo argues, that ** Arians are not 
^* chriftians, becaufc they bear bis name, 
^' and not that of Chrift +." Chryfoftom, 
teaching how to diflinguiih the catholics 
from others, fays, that •* Heretics have fome 
•* perfons by whom they are called. Ac^ 
•* cording to the name of the herefiarch, fo 
^* is the feft. But no man has given us a 
•* name, but the faith itfelf J," Again, he 
fays, ** Were we ever feparated from the 
*^ church ? Have we herefiarch s ? Have 
•' we any name from men ; as Marcion gave 
•^ his name to fome. Manes his to others, 

yof xpna¥9g ovo/Aoiiu a»a /jMfHumfn;. Origen Contra Mar- 
ciooites, p. 12. 

f Xpiaavoi Bo-fjLBV /^ KaXafxe^a, 0/ h ys roig cupelutoi; axcXvSHv- 

^tupovlo^ fepacTiv, afxi^di T&^vhnjos^ Aftui, Contra Arianos, 
Or. I . Opera, vol. i . p. 309. 

f Ex£ivoi tx^i Tsvoi of m kcO^sv^m^ aula rn mpeatapxs, ^i?^o»^ 
TO cvofta^ ^ vtarri ouptcrif Ofjumg. va^ rifu\f amp fov nim^ eioMBv h/m 
wcyu^, ri & '57in? ovTn. In A6ta A^poft.cap. 15; Hom. 33, 
ypl. 8. p. 680. 
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*• and Arius his tea third part*/' Tcr- 
tullian fay?, " If they be heretics, they can- 
•* not bcchriftians-|-.*' 

I fhall now proceed to prove, by ^ great 
mafs of evidence, that the Qnoftics were in 
fadt confidered as the only heretics iix early 
times ; and it is particularly remarkable, that 
the term heretic and Gnojlic had been fo 
long ufed as fynonymous, that there are 
many inftances of their being ufed as fuch, 
long after the Arians, unitarians, and others 
had been decreed to be heretics, which is 
a plain proof of the long edablifhed ufe of 
that term. In the indances that I (hall 
produce, it will be exceedingly evident, 
that when the writers which I quote fpeak 
of herefy in general^ the circumftances of the 
difcourfe are fuch, as admit of no other ap- 
plication of the term than to the Gnoftics 
only. As this is an article of fome import- 
ance, I (hall produce a number of inftances 

* Mu ya^ a'Kia'x^ciJj^a tii^ noXijcwt^ • ^xn yap cufeciafxo^ 
tX^fJLiv ' fjin yap am av^pojirm Ho^nfu^a ' fcn yap 'spoYfyisfjLSv&' Tifi^y 
tii rnv. taffmp tu ^y Mo^mow, to; it MwRixpuc;^ to; it A^tio^^ m 
it o)^ Tif aiptatui apxiry©'. Ibid. p. 68 1 • 

+ Si enim hxretici funt chriftiani effc nou pofTunt. Dc 
Prafcriptione, fed. 37. p. 213. 

fron^ 
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from writers of every period ; and I caa 
affure my readers, that I could have added 
greatly to the number of fuch quotations, if 
I had thought it neceflary. 

I (hall take the writers in the order of 
tjific ; but in addition to what I have al- 
ready £aid concerning the apoftles, and the 
notice that they have taken of the Gnoftics, 
and cfpecially concerning John, and the 
introduction to his gofpel, I (hall previouily 
obfefve,. that the oldeft opinion on this fub- 
jcft, viz. that of Irenaeus, is in favour of my 
fuppofition, that even, in the introdudion to 
to his gofpel^ hq had a view to the Gnoflics 
only ; and by no means, as it was afterwards 
imagined, and to ferve a particular hypo- 
thefis, perpetually infifted upon by the later 
Fathers, the unitarians, 

> • > 

Irenxus fpeaking of the Cerinthians and 
Nicolaitans fays, that ** John meant to re- 
** fute them, and jfhew that there is only 
one omnipotent God, who made all things 
by his word, vifible and invifible, in the 
** the introdudtion to his gofpel*/' ** No 

* Omnia igitur talia circumrcribere volens difcipulus 
Domini, ct regulam reriutis c6nftituere in Ecdefia quia 

eft 
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•* heretics/' he fays, " hold that the word 
^* was made flefli *." Again, he fays, 
•* John alludes to the Gnoftics both in his 
*' gofpel, and in his epiftlc, and defcribes 
** them by the name of Antichrift, and 
•* thofe who were not in communion with 
•• chriftians +." The whole of thcfc paf- 

eft unus Deus omnipotens, qui per verbum fuum omnia 
fecit, et vifibilia, et invifibilia ; (ignificans quoque, qiio- 
fiiam per verbum, per quod Deus pcrfecit conditionem^ in 
hoc et falutem his qui in conditione funt, praellitit homini* 
bus, Tie inchoavit in ea quae eft fecundum evangclium doc^ 
trina. Inprincipio erat verbum. Lib. 3. cap. 1 1, p. 2i8« 

* Secundum autem nullani fententiam hzreticorum, 
Tcrbum Dei caro fadum eft. Ibid. p. 219* 

f Non ergo altcrum filium hominis novit evangelium, 
nifi hunc qui ex Maria, qui et paffus eft : fed neque Chrif- 
tum avolantem ante paffionem ab Jefu ; fed hunc qui na- 
tus eft, Jefurh Chriftum novit Dei filium, et cundem hunc 
paflum refurrexifle, quern admodum Johannes Domini dif- 
cipulus confirmat, dicens: Hacc autem (cripta funt, ut 
credatis quoniam Jefus eft Chriftus (Uiu8 Dei, et ut cre- 
dentes, vitam xtcrnam habeatis in nomine ejus ; provi- 
dens has blafphemas regulas, quse dividunt Dominum, 
quantum ex ipfis attinet, ex altera et ahcra fubftantia 
diccntes cum faAum. Propter quod et in epiftola fua 
fiQ teftificatus eft nobis : Filioli, noviflima hora eft, et 
quemadmodum audidis quoniam Antichriftus venit, nunc 
Antichrifti multi fa£U funt ; unde cognofcimus quoniam 

s noviffima 
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lages are well worth the reader's confidera- 
tkm. 

He had the fame idea with rcfpeft to the 
introdudion to the gofpel of Matthew. 

ooviffima hora eft. £x nobis cxierunt, fed non erant 
ex nobis ; fi enkn fuifTent ex nobis permanfiflent utique 
nobifcum : fed ut manifcdarentur quoniam non Aint ex 
nobis. Cognofcite ergo quoniam omne mendacium ex- 
traneum eft, et non eft de veritate. Quis eft mendax, nifi 
qoi negat quoniam Jefus non eft Chriftus ; faic eil And- 

chriftus Sententia cnim eorumbomicidia)is,Deo8quidem 

plures confingens, et patres multos fimulans, comminucns 
autem et per multa dividcns filium Dei : quos et Domi- 
nus nobis cavere prxdixit, et difcipulus ejus Johannes in 
praedi£b epiftola fugere eos praecepit, dicens : Multi fe- 
du&ores exierunt in hunc mundum, qui non confitentur 
Jefum Chriftum in came venifle. Hie eft fedudor et Antt-^ 
chriftus. Videte eos, ne perdatis quod operati eftis. £c rurfus 
in epiftola ait: Multi pfeudoprophetae exierunt de feculo. 
In hoc cognofcite Spiritum Dei. Omnis fpiritus qui confi- 
tur Jefum Chriftum in carne veniffe ex Deo eft. £t omnius 
fpiritiM qui folvit Jefum Chriftum, non eft ex Deo, fed ex 
Antichrifto eft. Haec autem fimiiia funt illi quod in evan* 
{elio didum eft, quoniam verbum caro fadum eft. Et ha« 
bk»vit in nobis. Propter quod rurfus in epiftola damat. 
Omnis qui credit quia Jefus eft Chriftus, ex Deo natus eft ; 
imum et eundem fciens Jefum Chriftum cui apcrtae funt 
portae cceli propter carnalem ejus afllimpftonem : qui 
ctiam in eadem carne in qux paflTus eft, veniet, gloriam 
revelans Patris. Lib. 3. cap. 18. p« 241, 242- 

For, 
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For, fpeaklng of thofe who faid that Jefus 
who was born of Mary was not the Chrift, 
he fays, ** The Holy Spirit forefeeing their 
•* pcrverfenefs, and guarding againft their 
^* artifice, faid by Matthew, the generation 
*' of Chrift was in this wife*." 

With refpcdt to the apoflie John, Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus had the fame idea, when 
he faid, that ** They are the antichrift, in- 
" tendea by John in his epiftle, who rejefl; 
** marriage, and the procreation of children, 
** being guilty of impiety towards the om- 
'* nipotent creator, the one God, that they 
** may not be the authors of mifery, and 
'* fupply food for death +/' CEcumenius 
alfo fays, that by antichrift John meant 
Cerinthus, and thofe who were like him J. 

♦ Scd praevidcris fpiritus fanflus depravatores, ct prae- 
iniiniens contra fraud ulcntiam eorum, per Matthflcum ait : 
Chrifti aut'-m gcneratio fic crat. Lib. 5. cap. 18. p. 239. 

ar/kOv ^r.fi.bf/cv rov "siaficxcalcpa fta-cv Stov, xj it^acKUfft /jm iav vafa* 
25%f^5ai '/^/Aov, id 'EM^CTToiicxv /x»3e avJsicayin tw KOCfjM iuivx?t* 
ccvla/; ilsca^, ^ti Je E7ri%ccr?fyciv tw Navarro) Tpo^ . ejceivob Xaiko» : 
'spalov fjuv^ TO TH AttotOh Iftjaw«, ^ vw Avl^xf *^o* 'zsoT^'Oi yiycvaavm 
Strom, lib. 3. p. 445. 

X Taulo ?£ Tifjuov avocio; B>,n^£iy a>^<^ uvm rcv^lnoTSV^ 19 a^Xolr tw 
Xfi^ov . 70V [Aiv In^fiVy 7GV aTfO Trjj oyw^ Mapia^^ tov Je XS^rop, tw 
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He alfo fays that, ** Peter by thofe who 
*^ follow the flefh, meant the accurfed Ni- 
'^ colaitans, as the Gnoflics, or Naafenes, 
*' or Cerdonians^ for the mifchief goes by 
•* many names J." 

This^ I doubt not, was the truth of the 
cafe ; and if this apoftle exprefled fo much 
indignation againft the Gnoflics, and the 
Gnoftics only (for no hint is given of there 
being more than one berefy that gave him 
any difturbance) it is plain that the unita^ 
rians, who were always conlidered as di- 
redly oppofite to the Gnoftics, gave him 
none. And yet not only the nature of the 
thing (hows, that there muft have been 
unitarians in the church at that time, but 
it was exprefsly allowed by all the Fathers, 
that the church was full of them, moft of 
them difbelieving even the miraculous con- 
ception. But this will be difcufTed more 
largely hereafter. 

piffi rH% hIo^ Av7<xfiroj en . In i John 3. Opera, vol. 2. 

P- 573- 

* Aeysi & 'Bspi t«v HcSap€llm'Sixti>ailw, nTw Fiwrttwy, u Naoon- 
WW, n Kipi^uvtaim . 'aQ}^vwfiOf yap aviw n naoua. In a Per.Opera 

vol.2. 542. 

Vol. I. S SECT- 
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SECTION IL 

Of Uerefy before Juflin Martyr. 

JG NAT I US frequently mentix)ns herefy 
and heretics, and, like John, with great 
indignation ; but it is evident to every per- 
fon vrho is at all acquainted with the hif- 
tory, learning, and language of thofe times, 
and of the fybfequent ones, that he had no 
perfons in his eye but the Gnoftics only. 
I defire no other evidence of this, than a 
careful infpedtion of the paffages. I (hall 
recite only one of them, from the epiftle to 
the SmyrnsBans, feft. 4, 5. in Wake's tranf- 
lation, p. 116. Speaking of his own fufFer- 
ings, he fays, ** he who was made a perfeS 
*' man ftrengthening me. Whom fome, 
*' not knowing, do deny, or rather have been 
*• denied by him, being the advocates of 
** death, rather than of the truth; whom 
•' neither the prophets, nor the law of 
** Mofes have perfuaded, nor the gofpel 
** itfelf, even to this day, nor the fufferings 

^« of 
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•* of every one of us. For they think 
** alfo the fame things of us. For what 
** docs a man profit me, if he fhall praife 
•* me, and (hall blafpheme my Lord, not 
^* confefling that he was truly made a man. 
*• Now he thiat doth not fay this, docs in 
** cfFcdl deny him, and is in death. But 
^ for the names of fuch as do this, they 
^•'bcing unbelievers, I thought it not fitting 
** to write them unto you. Yea, God for- 
*^ bid that I fhould make any mention of 
•* them, till they (hall repent, to a true 
•* belief of Chrift's paffion, which is our 
" refurrcftion. Let no man deceive him- 
** felf, &c.*" He afterwards fpeaks of 
thefe perfons abftaining from the eu- 
charift, and the public offices, **becaufe 
** they confeffcd not the eucharift to be the 

ytvofma. Of rtm ayvoails; a^wvlcuy lioC^^w 3e nfon^^aot v7t atSn^ oftt^ 

T0¥ KcOa a>^^a isa^y\iAaia . x^ yap ^npi t^jluv to oJfe (p^CMSffw . n yap 
fU o^tKEi T(f, u ifi/tirami rov Sk xtj^ioy fjui ^Xoff^niJLSi', fin ofAOT^cuv 
aJia9 capHotfc^cv * o Se thIo /u» xe^wv, TOsia^ aJlcv a^ti^Tou, oiv vatpc- 
fopog • ra h cvofjuHa aulaiVy cvla ofjrira vx eJbCc fMt tfy^a^M • ox?^ 

cnr r/bUDV avaracif, Mniei^ *a7avaff^a, p. 36. ^ 

S 2 ** fldh 
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** flefli of our Saviour Jefus Chrift, which 
** fuiFered for our fins, and which the Fa- 
" thcr of his goodnefs raifed again front 
** the dead. It will, therefore,'* he adds, 
** become you to abftain from fuch perfons, 
" and not to fpeak with them, neither ia 
** private nor in public*." 

How like is this to the language of the 
apoftle John, and how well they explainr 
each other. Here we fee the blafphemy 
afcribed to the Gnoftics, which Juftin men-' 
tions, their feparating themfelves from the 
communion of chriftians> their denying the 
refurre£kion, and their pride. Now, how 
eame this writer, like John, never to ccn- 
fure the unitarians, if he had thought them 
to be heretics ? Their condudt can only 
be accounted for on the fuppofition, that 
both himfelf and the apoftle John, were 
unitarians, and that they had no idea of any 
herefies befides thofe of the different kinds 
of Gnoftics. 

* Evx^fxno^ JtJ VfOfftux^; a'jrex^vlMj iia to fin o/xoXoycnr rm 
tvxctfirica; aapKa etvoi ra (rtJkpog xfim Irsn* XJ^im^ Try vxip Ofuzfuv 

X^^of TAW TGoHuv^ t^ fodi KcS Hmv vsfi cuHuv ^o^Ety, /Miib Mtm. 
Ibid. p. 37. 

2 Pearfoa 
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Pearfon fays, that Ignatius refers to the 
dodtrine of the ^bionites in his epiftle to 
Polycarp^ and in thofe to the Ephefians, 
the MagnefianSy and the Philadelphians* 
But I find no fuch references in them, ejf cept 
perhaps in two paiTages which may eafily 
be fuppofed to have been altered; becaufe^ 
when corredled by an unitarian, nothing is 
wanting to the evident purpofe of the 
writer ; whereas his cenfures of the Gnof- 
tics are frequent and copious ; fo that no 
perfon can pretend to leave them out, with- 
out materially injuring the epiilles. Indeed, 
the evidence that I (hall produce of writers 
fubfequent to Ignatius not coniidering uni- 
tarians as heretics, affords a ftrong pre- 
fumption that he did not coniider them in 
that light, and therefore that any pafTages 
in his epiflles which exprefs the contrary 
mufl be fpurious. 

Befides, there are in thefe epiftles of Ig- 
natius, feveral things that are unfavourable 
to the dodtrine of the divinity of Chrift. 
Thus, to the Ephefians, he fays, " How 
•* much more muft 1 think you happy who 
^^ gre fo joined to him (the bifhop) as the 

S3 ** church 
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" church is to Jefus Chrift, and Jefus Chrift 
^' to the Father, that fo all things may agree 
<« in the fame unity*." To the Magnefians, 
he feys, ** As therefore the Lord did no- 
** thing without the Father, being united 
«* to him, neither by himfelf, nor yet by- 
** his apoftles ; fo neither do ye any thin^ 
** without your biftiop and prefbyters+Z* 

What this excellent man faid when he 
appeared before the Emperor Trajan, was 
the language of an unitarian. ** You err," 
he faid, ** in that you call the evil fpirits 
*^ of the heathens gods. For there is but 
** one God, v/ho made heaven and earth, 
*' and the fea, and all that are in them ; and 
*' one Jefus Chrift, his only begotten Son, 
*' whofe friendfhip may I enjoy J." 

Scft. 5. p. 13. 

avk^ iUe iia tm amor^i^^v * j/Io;^ yw^t vyjLv; avtv tu tsrt^xo^v, ij timt 
*mfe<j^J}£pav, fwjJiEy 'SJfota-jEie^ Se<3. 7. ibid. 

J Unus enim eft Deus, qui fecit caelum, ct terrain, 
mare, et omnia quae funt in ipfis ; ct unus Jefus Chriftus, 
filius ejus unigenitus, cujus amicitia fruar. Cotclerii 
Patrcs, vol. i. p. 173. 

In 
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In the interpolated edition of Ignatius, 
there is a paffage which fhews that the 
writer of it confidercd the Gnoftics as 
out of communion with the church, and 
the only pcrfons who were fo. Speaking 
againft heretics in general, he fays, ** Be 
•* upon your guard againft fuch, which 
** you will do, if you be not puffed up, 
** and do not feparate yourfelves from [God J 
« JefusChrift*.'' 

In the epiftle of Polycarp, cotemporary 
with Ignatius, written to the Philippians 
after his death, there are feveral references 
to heretics, efpecially the quotation I made 
from it, p; 203, which I wifh the reader to 
look back to. In that paffage, and in the 
others in which he alludes to berefy^ it is 
evident he had no view to any befides the 
Gnoflics ; as when he fays, •' Laying afide 
** all empty and vain fhew, and the error 
** of many, believing in him that raifed up 
•* our Lord Jefus from the dead—— But he 

)^ ujiv ax,copiroii [0£»] Itvm xp^r». Ad Mag. fe<St. 9. p. 
24. 

54 '' that 



264 Gnojiics Book 1. 

*^ that raifed up Chrift from the dead (hall 
ff alfo raife us up in like manner*." 

The account that Irensus gives of Poly- 
carp contains little more than a declaration 
of the antipathy that he bore to the Gnof- 
ticSy and his having taught a do(^rine con* 
trary to theirs. Among other things he 
fays, ^^ ;hat when he met Marcion^ who 
*^ aiked him whether he would own him, 
*' he replied, I own you to be the firft-boni 
** of Satan -f- ;" and that if he had heard of 
the herefy of which he was treating, which 
was that of Valentinus, he would have faid, 
according to his cuftom J, ** Good God, to 

Wsevcayleg zig rov eyeipaJla rov wpiov rifiuv Inaav xp^^ ^ nxpw — 
3e eyapa^ aulov ex vtxfxuv xj lyjux^ eysptt. Seel. 2. p. 185. 

+ Km aJlog h HoXuMapTr©- Maptuavi ttoIs £15 o^hv avJu t>Sov\ 
j^ pvraHi zirtytywnui; y\ytai \ wjrvtfi^ imyivoi<nua tw vpcDokatov n 
ccSiaoKx,, Lib. 3. cap. 3. p. 204. 

X Yjsu iuvoLf/M fiofjiapiu^aa^cu t/ATrpoa^iv tjc 0«, oil it Ti rouSof 
eocifjfuxi Qumq fdoxapiog xj ATToroXutog wpsffiulepof^ avoaipaiag ay, 
x^ EfAippaiaf ra ala oJIh^ jcJ xala to <nm&ig Sivuv ' tt moM 0C£, e^ 
ois; (A£ HcupHi relepwoi^ iva nslotv avf^cu^MOi • vs^aryot ay it) Tor 
Tcvov £v (a Mok^ofxsi'og n frwf rm rowlcov OKrmu Xryw. Eufcbii 
Hift. lib.5. cap. 20. p. 239. 

** what 
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^* what times haft thou referved me^ that I 
^* ihould hear fuch things," 

The manner in which Polycarp in- 
scribes his epiflle is that of an unitarian * ; 
^* Mercy unto you and peace, from God 
^* Almightv, and the Lord Jefus Chrift 
^^ our Saviour, be multiplied." 
' I fhall confider the evidence for Hegc- 
iippus being an unitarian more particularly 
hereafter. But, in this place, to take all 
the writers in the order of time, or nearly 
fo, I (hall produce two extrads from his 
yrorks, prefcryed by Eufebius, in which a 
yariety of denominations of Gnoftics are 
mentioned as heretics, and fuch circum- 
ilances are added, as, exclvifive of the con- 
jQderation of his omitting the mention of 
the Ebionites, Nazarenes, or unitarians of 
any kind, clearly fhews that his idea was 
fixed to the Gnoftics only. 

" Hegefippus," Eufebius fays, ** wrote the 
** biftory of the preaching of the apoftles in 
f' five books. Converfing with many bifhops 
*' in his journey to Rome, he found the fame 
f dodtrine with them all . — The church 

* Ea?05 v/ziy, xj fi^r/»i, zrpt^^za zrayloxpalcfc^y xj nvpi:: has X^'*th 

"of 



266 Gnoftics Book. 1« 

*' of Corinth continued in the right faitT\ 
" till their bifhop Primus.^— Hitherto/* i.er 
till the time of Simon, bifliop of Jerufalc 
«* the church remained a virgin, for it W; 
*^ not corrupted with abfurd doiflrine^, 
<* But firft Thebuthis, becaufe he was nc^t 
** a bifhop, began to corrupt it, being oixc 
** of the feven herefies, himfelf being of the 
** laity, of whom were the Simonians from 
** Simon, Cleobians from Cleobius, Dofi- 
•^ theahs from Dofitheus, Gorthseans from 
** GorthsBus, and the Mafbothcans. From 
** them came the Menandrians, the Marcio* 
*• nites, the Carpocratians, the Valentini- 
** ans, the Bafilideans, and the Saturnilians; 
** each of them preaching their different 
** dovftrines. From them came falfe chrifls, 
*' and falfe prophets, who divided the unity 
** of the church with corrupt dodlrincs 
** againfl God, and againfl his Chrifl *." 

<uf 'B}^iroig pjriTKOTrci; aufn^eiev^ uTroirifMay rnTuzftcvof fJLexpi Pftipjf* 
x^ 0}^ oil TT^ oujlriff nfopa tjavlm mapiO^z iiiaurxa>ioa. 

Tlpifjui iiciCHOinvoiio^ £v Ko^iv^. Aia thIo oca^Jtof mif ockkfunon 

'srapSsvov * aru yap e^aplo axoou; fialouou^ . apx^ai h o OtStA; 
ita TO fcnrmo'dau ctulov iTri^HOTTov^ vTTop&sipuv^ aTTOjm vxla eup^isrt^ 

w 
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What could this writer mean by thofc 
Vfho divided the unity of the church (which, 
in his time, the Gnoftics only did, and the 
unitarians certainly did not) by the falfe 
Chrijis, and efpecially the doffrine againjl 
God, hut the tenets of the Gnoftics only. 
Corrupt doSfrine again/t Chrijl is a more am- 
biguous expreftion ; but the falfe notions 
of the Gnoftics concerning Chrift were as 
confpicuous as any of their dodlrines, and 
are moft particularly noticed by John. 

The other extradt from this writer is no 
lefs to my purpofe, " Till this time," 
viz. the time of Trajan, ^* Hegefippus fays, 
•* that the church continued a virgin un* 
** corrupted ; thofe who corrupted its doc- 
** trines, if they then exifted, concealing 
** themfelves. But when the holy choir of 
** the apoftles was dead, and all that gene- 
cay, x^ ai/7o( T}v EV TA) ^aa}, aH^ m XifAuv, ofirv oi Xificmam ' x^ KAfoC/o;, 
ddsv KXEo^iawi ' x^ AoffiOtogy o9sv AociBicxvoi ' j^ Tof^oiog^ o&ev Fcp* 
dnuMi, x) MocffCa9cuoi . oBev utto rhluv Msvavipisanrai^ x) Mapxiu^ 
ytroL, x) KapTTOx^cQuzvoi ' x^ Oua^mavoty t^ Ea^iXciStayoi. i^ So/op- 
vOiica^oi ' vuxTO^ iJiWf iy slFpa^ iSiov ioiav 'zapEioiryayev , onto ntlav 

tw<nv *mg txk>^a'iag ^hpifiMoig >^oig KcOa m 0e» h^ tiala rn Xpm 
avJn, Hifl.iib. 4. cap. 24. p. 182, &c. 

'^ ration 
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«* ration who were favoured with their 
** divine inftru6lions, then the (y^tm of 
f ' atheiftical error commenced, through the 
** deceits of the heterodox ; who, when none 
«* of the apoftles were remaining, with open 
** fjce undertook to oppofe their knpw* 
«* ledge falfely fo called, to the preaching 
" of the truth */' What could be meant 
by atbeijVical errors and by knowledge falfely 
fo called y but the principles of the Gnoftics? 
No charafters of any fedt in ecclefiaftical 
hiflory are more clearly marked than thefe. 
In later times, indeed, almoft every erronc^ 
ous opinion was called atheiftical; but it was 
not fo in that early age ; and know ledge falfely 
fo called^ is as defcriptive of the Gnoftics as 
if they had been mentioned by name. 

ETTiXsy^i caj «p« f^Xp^ '^^v rols xpcvojv tsap^tvo^ xadapa *J aiiaf6op9i 
t;jL2iynf r\ tmO^ifVTix £v aJViXoj 'srs axolei ^uXsuovloijv uaili to^e, tojv a ^ 
Tivi; t/TTTjppc^v, 'srotfapOeifftiv ETrtxeipyrwy rov uyim kovova n aoih^a 

T£Xc5, 'nafsXriKuOu re ri yivta SHiivin im ouJlcuq okooug rnj R^ ox^iof 
maxaffou Kcxiv^iuiieymy rmfiavla td; cx6€ii is^avng rrpf acpx?^ i>af4Ccaf^ 
ji ayraagy Jia m; tojv slspoiiidaKo^^av ixTrakg * oi 3^ ale fjoikpog ilt 
Tcav Attoto^wv KEiTrofjtevH^ yvyivn Koittov hJVj tw xEf oAn, t« n^ a^- 
Seio; mfvyfistli mv i^^euiuwfMv yvaxriv avliKnpvrltiv fTCX^ipSv. £u- 
fcbiiHifl, Lib. 3. cap. 32. p. 128. 

SEC, 
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SECTION in. 

Of Herefy according to Jujlin Martyr. 

/^OTEMPORARY With Hegcfippus was 
Juftin Martyr, the firft writer that can be 
proved to have advanced the do<ftrine of the 
permanent perfonificationr of the logos, of 
which a full account will be given here* 
after. He had occafion to mention both: 
the unitarians and the Gnoftics. The for- 
mer^ as I (hall (hew in its proper place, he 
mentions with refpedt, and a tacit apo- 
logy for differing from them, even from 
thofe who believed that Chrift was the fon 
of Jofeph as well as of Mary. But the 
manner in which he fpeaks of the Gnoftics 
is very different indeed from this. The 
apoftle John himfelf does not exprefs a 
greater abhorrence of their principles. He 
fpeaks of them as fulfilling our Saviour's 
prophecy, that there fliould be falfc chrifts 
and falfe prophets (the very language of 
Hegefippus above mentioned) who ihould 

deceive 
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deceive many. One of the paflages is as 
follows. 

There are, and have been, many per- 
fons, who pretending to be chriftians, 
" have taught to fay and do atheiftical and 
** blafphemous things, and they arc deno« 
*• minated by us from the names of the 
** perfons whofe dodlrines they hold (for 
** fome of them blafpheme the maker of 
** the univerfe, artil^him who was by him 
** foretold to come as the Chrift, and the 
•* God of Abraham, Ifaac, and Jacob, in one 
•* way, and others in another) with whom 
** we have no communication, knowing 
** them to be atheiftical, wicked, and im- 
** pious perfons, who, inftead of reverencing 
** Jefus, confefs him in name only. They 
** call thcmfelves chrift?ans, in the fame 
•* manner as thofe among the heathens in- 
*' fcribe the name of God, on the work 
•' of their own hands, and defile themfelves 
** with wicked and atheiftical rites. Some of 
" them are called Marcionites, fome Valcn- 
" tinians, fome Bafilidians, fome Saturnia- 
** nians, and others go by other names, each 
^* from their peculiar tenets j in the fame 

** manner 
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'^ manner as thofe who addift themfelves 
to philofophy, are denominated from the 
founders of their refpedlive fedts. And, 
as I have faid, Jcfus, knowing what 
•* would come to pafs after his deaths fore- 
'^ told that there would be fuch men among 
** his followers*/' 

He muft be entirely unacquainted with 
ecclefiaftical hiftory who can imagine that 
any of the charaders here mentioned are 
defcriptive of any other clafs of men than 
the Gnoftics. -For they were perfons whofe 
tenets were deemed atbeiftical^ who went by 
the names of certain leaders, who are par- 

Mcurof uf' ajlnvpcfnleyofuvof tXiuaea^cu Xf^^^^ Mcurcadtov ASfooftf 
neu Jffaeoi hcu IcomQ^ iiioffnww ' w it^ xionwra^, 01 rvaptoikg 
eAesf Mcu eunSug^ xcu eimai mm etvofuti avltii trtrafXP^a^^ Moiafkrn 
<ror huw asSuv^ ovo/aoQi fMOtw ofAO^ffytn * mm xp^ruam^ MoAt^ Mywi9% 
09 Tfosroy, m ev toi; sSvf 0-1 to cvofAa th S» twnyfafa^i roif xi^povonh 
Toti% MCU ofOfUHi MCU cf^ig rvJlcui Moivmnm) mcu ufftv cuiw m fj^rtng 
McOipisifoi MofiMiavot^ 01 ik OuciT^wioafOi^ m 3c Bo^iM^Eoyoi, m 3k Z«* 

C90fAai^0fAtif0i — «; MCU tM TsW nfWf — TOP htmitf MCU TMf fAif oi/Iaw 
TWiJOfjisvsiv vfOTiwmv iTrira^at Dial. p. 208* 

ticularly 
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ticularly fpccificd, all of them known to 
be Gnoftics, and they were not in com-^ 
munion with the catholic church. 

The other paiTage is to the fame purpofe. 
After fpeaking of fomc who held the true 
chriftian dodrinc, he adds, *' For I have 
*^ fhewn you that there are fome who call 
** themfelres indeed chriftians, but are athe- 
** ifticalii and wicked heretics, teaching blaf- 
^^ phemouSy atheiflical, and ilupid doctrines, 
*• If you compare them with thofc who arc 
*^ called chriftians, they will not agree with 
'* them^ but dare to blafpheme the God of 
** Abraham, the God of Ifaac, and the God 
" of Jacob ; who alfo fay that there is no re- 
** furredlion of the dead, but that immedi- 
** ately after death fouls are received into hea- 
** ven. Do not take thefe to be chriftians*." 

eu^Bawla^^ oii noQa vcella P?^acrpifjLx^ km oSea , km eaonla iiiaoKia'a 
f^n^or^a cot, ■ < Ei yof km cmisCepJIe vyua^ ryn yxyofujfoi; Xf^nO" 
voiit kcu thIo /Lcn o/ioXorva'iv, a»a km p^surftifua to^jmciv ro¥ Sn9 
ACfaofA^ KM rov ^ov Ijook, km rov ^ov IoxajC, oi km >ryiia%f fin 
itVM vocfftw ovarMTiVt a>^ afjLx rco a7rc^vr,(THtiy to; ^vyo^ auluf 
a»a:>>aySocna^M ei; ro¥ upMiov^ /d.n vTTo^^SrJs wj\^ xp^^^'^i* 1^'^'» 
p. 311. 

Had 
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Had the writer cxprefsly faid that the 
perfons he was defcribing were Gnoftics, 
and Gnojiics only^ he could not have fpokcn 
more plainly than he has done, efpecially 
in faying that they denied the refurrcdtion, 
which none but Gnoftics ever did, but 
which was done by all Gnoflics without 
exception. l£any perfon can think other- 
wife, I fcruple not to fay, that he has not 
the fmalleft tindture of that ]cind of know- 
ledge which is requifite to qualify him for 
judging in thefe matters < It may be fafely 
concluded, therefore, that^ in the opinion 
of Juftin, there were no heretics befides 
the Gnoftics^ and he does not appear to 
(pare any whom he thought deferved the 
name of heretics, and were not in commu- 
nion with the catholic church. 

Laftly, i would obferve, that it is after 
giving an account of Simon, Menander, and 
Marcion^ known Gnoflics, and without any 
allufion to unitarians, that Juftin mentions 
his writing a treatife againft all herefies. 
ApoL 1. p. 44. 

Vol. J. T SEC- 
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SECTION IV. 

Of Herejy according to Ircnaus. 

jRENiEUS, who wrote a very large work 
on the fubjca of hcrcfy, forty or fifty 
years after the time of Juftin, and in a 
country where it is probable there were 
fewer unitariihs than where Juftin lived, 
again and again characterizes heretics ia 
fuch a manner^ as makes it evident that even 
he did not confidcr any other clafs of men as 
properly entitled to that appellation befides 
the Gnoftics. He exprefles great diflike 
of the Ebionites ; but though he appears 
to have known none of them befides thofe 
who denied the miraculous conception, he 
never diredly calls them heretics, and he 
takes no notice at all of any gentile uni^ 
tarianSy though it will appear that they 
compofed the majority of the common 
people among chriftians. 

In the introdudion to his work it is 
exceedingly evident, that Irenaeus had no 
view to any perfons whatever befides the 

Gnoftics ; 
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Onoftics; for he mentions their diftinguifh- 
ing opinions^ and no others, fpeaking of 
them as ** drawing men off from him that 
** made and governs the world, as if they 
'^ had fomething higher and greater to 
'^ (how than he who made the heavens and 
*^ the earth j and all things therein, and as 
*' holding blafphemous and impious opi-* 
** nions*." 

Ifenxus confidered 3imon Magus as thd 
perfon from whom all herefies fpning^f-^ 
which was an opinion univerfally received 
in the chriftian church, and a proof that 
he thought no other opinions to be pro- 
perly heretical, befides thofe which might 
have been derived from him^ But his doc-^ 
trines were thofe of the Gnoftics, and {o 
diredly oppofite to thofe of the unitarians, 

Tnjr, ^ vxHa Tat cv (xJki; ^mTrciiviolo; ^as . vtAavu; /asv iTra^opuvoi 
ita Uffw TEx^ '^^ ampcuHi ug tov th ^iv Tforoy, ofxi^am^ 3k' 
ofiTfifQ^t; aulHg ey ro P^affpsfjuv^ )^ cursSn mv TW/onr aJlu9 McSaf- 
Ksuaiw £<( TOV AnfAUtffyoTf, ijo^i tf ru iicotfmn iuvofisyw ro 4tt^ 
CKTO ris a^Hf . 

f Simon aut«n Samaritanus, ex quo univerOe hcrefed 
fubfticerunt, habet hujufmodi fedae matertam. Lib. id 
cap. ao. p. 94* Lib. 3. Prcf. p.i98« 

T ^ that 
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that they were never confidered as having 
the fame fource. It is likewife a proof of 
Irena^us confidering the Gnoflics as the 
only proper heretics, that, fpeaking of he- 
retics in general, as foretold in the fcrip- 
tures, he fays that " though they come 
•* from different places, and teach different 
'< things, they all agree in the fame blaf- 
** phemy againft the maker of all thingSi 
•** and derogating from the falvation of 
«'men*." He likewife fays that "the 
*' dodtrinc of Valentinus comprehended all 
** herefies -f, that " by overturning his^ fyf- 
*' tern, all herefy is overturned J," that 
'* they all blafphemed in fuppofing the 

* Per omncs hxrctlcos qui praedifti funt hi cnim omncs, 
(pKimvis ex diffcrentibus locis cgrediantur, ct difFerentla 
di'Ceant, in idem tamcn blafphemix concurrunt propofi* 
turn, Ictalitcr vulncrantcs, doccndo blafphemiam in Deum 
factorem ct nutritorcm noftrum, et dcrogando falutem 
huminis. Lib. 4. Prcf. p. 275. 

t In quo et oftendimus doc^rinam eorum rccapitulatio* 
ncm cflc omnium hxreticorum. Ibid. p. 274- 

X Ql^nproptcr et in fecundo tanquam fpeculum habui- 
nius cos tuiius everfioiiis. Qiii enim his contradicunt 
fccundum cjuo^i oportct, contradicunt omnibus qui funt 
malae fcntentiae j et qui hos cvertunt, cvcrtunt omncm 
hxrcfiui. Ibid. 

•* maker 
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*^ maker of all things to be an evil being, 
*' and that they blafphemcd oar Lord, 
** dividing Jefus from the Chrift *" It 
could never have been faid by any perfon, 
that the dodtrine of Valentinus compre* 
hended that of the unitarians, that the 
mitarians were ever faid to blafpheme the 
maker of all things, or to divide Jefus from 
the Chrift. 

Irenasus likewife fays, that ** there was 
^' a connexion among all the heretics, ex- 
^* cept that Tatian advanced fomething that 
** was new +/' But what connexion was 
there ever fuppofed to be between the te- 
nets of the Gnoftics and thofe of the uni« 
tarians ? He likewife fpeaks of all heretics 
^ as having quitted the church, and taxing 

* Super omnes eft erilm blafpheina reguli ipforum : 
quando quidem faftDrem et fabricatorem, qui eft unus 
Deus, fecundum quod oftendimus, de Labe five defec- 
tione eum emiftum dicunt. Blafphemant autem et in 
Dominum noftrum, abfcindentes et dividentes Jcfum a 
Chrifto. Ibid. 

+ Connexio quidem faSus omnium hacreticorum, quern- 
^dmodum oftendimus ; hoc autem a femetipfo adinvc- 
nit, uti novum aliquid prxter reliquos inferens. Lib. 3. 
^p- 39- P- 265. 

T 3 •' the 
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** the holy prefbyters with ignorance ; not 
** confidcring how much better is an igno* 
^- rant perfon, who is religiouSt than 4 
^* blafphemous and impious fophift*," 
Speaking of the Gnoftics, he fays, that 
^* the apoftles were fo far from thinking as 
^* they did, that they fignificd by the holy 
** fpirit that they who then began to teach 
^' their dodtrine were introduced by fatan, 
** to overturn the faith of fome, and 
^* withdraw them from life-j-/' He like- 
wife fays, that '* all the heretics were much 
^* later than the bifhops to whom the apof- 
•' tics committed the churches J." He 
meant, probably, the celebrated GnoiUcSi 

* Qiii ergo relinquuntprasconium ecclefis, imperitiaix) 
fanftorum prcftyterorum arguunt, non contem planted 
quanto pluiis dt idiota religiofus a blafphemo et impu- 
^cnte fophifta. Lib. 5, cap. 20. p.' 430, 

+ Necefle habemus, univerfam apoftolorum dc Dominp 
noftro Jefu Chrifto fentemiam adhibcre, et oftendere, cos 
non folum nihil tale fenfifTe de eo, verum amplius et figni* 
iicafie per fpiritum fandlum, qui inciperint talia docere, 
fummifli a fatana, uti quorundam fidem evcrtercnt, et ab- 
ftraherant eos a vita. Lib. 3, cap. 17. p. 238. 

X Omnes enim ii valde pofteriorcs funt quam epifcopi 
flujbus fipoflpli tradiderunt ccdcfias. Ibid. cap. 20. p- 430* 

>vho 
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who appeared in the time of Adrian ; 
whereas he could not but know that the 
Ebionites, and the unitarians in general, 
were very confiderable before that time. 
He mud have meant the Gnoflics^ when he 
(aid, that ** all heretics were agreed that 
•* the maker of the world was ignorant of 
'* the power above him *.'* He likewife 
evidently confidered all heretics to be Gnof- 
tics in many other paflages of his work -f*. 

How little is it that Irensus fays of the 
Ebionites, and with how little feverity in 
his large treatife concerning berejy. It is 
not one four hundredth part of the whole, 
while all the reft is employed on the 
different branches of Gnofticifm. The 
harfhefl: epithet that he applies to them is 
that of vani^ which, cohfidering the man-r 
ner of the ancients, is certainly very mode- 
rate. Vani cut em et Rbionai\. He fays, 
indeed, that *' God will judge them", and 

• Omnes enim haerctici decrevenmt, demlurgum igno» 
rare earn qux fit fuper eum virtutem. Lib. 3. cap. i. 
p. 219. 

t See lib. 2. cap. 55. p. 185. lib. 3. cap. I. p. 199. 

X Lib. 5. cap. I. p. 394. 

T 4 ** how 
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^* how ean they be favcd, if it be not God 
" that worketh ' out their falvation upon 
^* earth *." But this is no fentence of 
damnation paHed upon them in particular 
for holding their doftrine, but an argu- 
ment ufed by him to refute them ; and is 
the fame as if he had faid, mankind in ge- 
neral could not be faved^ if Chrift had not 
been God as well as man. 

That Irena^us did not mean to pafs a 
fentence of what we fhould now call dam-^ 
nation upon the Ebionites, is, I think, 
evident from what he fays concerning them 
in the 2 1 ft chapter of his third book, and 
which has the appearance of great harfti- 
nefs. ** If they perfift," he fays, ** in their 
** error, not receiving the word of incor- 
^* ruption, they continue in mortal flefli, 
^* and are fubjeft to death, not receiving 
^* the antidote of life+/' The idea of this 

* Avcvcptm 3c )y mg HStomtg * 'Br6>g owcxSioa vti&fvou^ ti (mo 
Sto; rtv rw ctJIfipuxv avluv cti yng tpyaaafxevog * yi *BUi oa^ptnro% 
%^fr\<jti m ^cw, £1 fi» Swj tx'^f^^ f'5 av9p«9rcv. Lib. 4. 
cap. 59. p. 358. 

+ Qui nu(|e tantum homincm eum dicunt ex Jofeph 
generatum perfevcrantes in fcrvitute priftinae inobcdientiac 
piofiufijur. Non rccipjentes autcm verbum incorrup- 

tionis 
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writer and that of the Fathers in general 
was 9 that Chrift recovered for man that 
immortality which Adam had lofl ; fo that 
without his interference the whole race of 
mankind mud have perifhed in the grave. 
This he reprefents as the punifliment of 
the Ebionites. But he certainly could not 
mean that the Ebionites^ as fucby ihould 
continue in the grave, while all the reft of 
mankind would rife from the dead. He 
mufty therefore^ have meant, not that they 
in particular^ but that mankind in general 
could have had no refurred:ion if their 
dodrine had been true. 

Irenseus no where diredtly calls the Ebio* 
nites heretics. I had thought that in one 
paflage he had included them in that appel- 
lation ; but obferving, that in his Introduce 
tion, and in other places, in which he fpeaks 
oi heretics in general^ he evidently meant the 
Gnoftics only, and could not carry his views 
any further, I was led to re-confider that 
particular paiTage, and I found that I had 
been miftaken in my conftrudtion of it. 

donis perfeverant in came mortal!, et funt debitores mor« 
t)s, antidotum vits^ non accipientes, p. 249. 

"All 
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** All heretics," he fays, ** being un- 
*^ taught, and ignorant of the difpen^tions 
** of God, and efpccially of that which rc^ 
^' lates to man, as being blind with refped 
^^ to the truth, oppofe their own falvation ; 
*' fome introducing another Father befides ' 
** the maker of the world ; others faying, 
'' that the world and the matter of it was 
•* made by angels," ^c. and, after mention- 
ing other fimilar opinions, he adds, " others, 
•• not knowing the difpenfation of the vir- 
•* gin, fay that he (Jefus) was begotten by 
Jofeph. Some fay that neither the ibul 
nor the body can receive eternal life, ,but 
*' the internal man only," &c. i. e. they 
denied the refurredion *•'* 

* Indocli omncs haeretici, ignorantes difpofitiones Dei, 
et infcii ejus quae eft fecundum hominem difpenfationis, 
quippe caecutientcs circa veritatem, ipfi fux contradicunt 
faluti. Alii quidem alteram introducentes praeter demiur* 
gum, patrem. Alii autem ab angelis quibufdam dicentes 
fa£lum eiTc mundum, et fubftantiam ejus. Alii quidem 
porro et longe feparatam ab co, qui eft fecundum ipfos pa- 
trc, a femetipfa floruiiTe, et efte ex fe natam. « Alii autem 
in his qux continentur a patre, de labe et ignorantia fub- 
ftantiam habuifTe. Alii autem manifcRum adventum Do* 
inini contemnunt, incarnationem ejus non recipientes. 
Alii autem rurfus ignorantes virginis difpenfationem, ex 
Jofeph dicunt cum gcnctatum. £t quidam quidem neque 

animam 
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Now as Cerinthus, Carpocrates, and other 
Gnoilics, denied the miraculous conception, 
as well as the Ebionites ; and all the refl 
of this defcription, both before and after 
this circumftance, evidently belongs to the 
Gnoftics only, and as in no other place 
whatever does he comprehend them in his 
definition of herejy^ it is natural to conclude 
that he had no view to them even here, but 
only to thofe Gnoflics, who, in common 
with them, denied the miraculous concep- 
tion. If there be any other paflage in Ire- 
nsus in which he calls^ or feems to call^ 
the Ebionites heretics^ I have overlooked it. 
The Ebionites were Jews, and had no com- 
munion with the Gentiles, at lead that ap- 
pears ; and Irensus fays nothing at all of 
the unitarians among the Gentiles (who, in 
the time of Origen, generally believed the 
miraculous conception) though, as appears 
from other evidence, they conftituted the 
great mafs of the unlearned chriftians. 

animam fuam, neque corpus recipere poflTe dicunt aeternam 
yitam, fed tantum hominem interiorem. EfTe autem hunc 
eum qui in els fit fenfus, volunt, quern et folum afcendere ad 
perfe£lum dccernunt. Alii autem anima falvata, non par- 
ticipitiri corpus ipforum earn qux eft a Deo falutem. Lib. 5* 
pap. 19. p. 429. 
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SECTION V. 

OJ Herefy according to Clemens Alexandrinus^ 
Tertullian^ Orige/i, and Firmilian. 

(^LEMENS Alexandrinus makes freqoent 
mention of heretics, and cxpreflcs a$ 
mach abhorrence of them as Juftin Martyr 
does, bat it is evident that in all the places 
in which he fpeaks of them, his idea of 
herefy was confined to Gnofticifm. 

He confiders it as an anfwer to all here- 
tics to prove that *' there is one God, the 
*' Almighty Lord, who was preached by the 
*' law and the prophets, and alfo in the 
*' bleffcd gofpel*.'' He alfo fpeaks of he- 
refy as '* borrowed from a barbarous phi- 
** lofophy;" and fays of heretics that 
** though they fay there is one God, and 
•' fing hymns to Chrift, it was not accord- 
•' ing to truth; for that they introduced 
^* another God, and fuch a Chrift as the 

KufHcv 's^avlokpjSo^ay rov iia vofiou km ^po^rUaVy ispo^ 3f «ai 7» 
ftoicn^icv tvayyV^ yvntrtu)^ Kwrioyy/xsvov. Strom, lib. 6. p. 475. 

^* prophets 



Chap. IV, the only Heretics. 285 

** prophets had not foretold*." He like- 
wife fpeaks of heretics in general as having 
a high opinion of their own knowledge +• 
He calls them d\^t<ro9ot, men who think that 
they Save found the truths P* 755* ^^^ «'^* ^^^^ 
ffoptAf %iniifiJL%fotj elated with a conceit of their 
knowledge^ p. 759. He fays that ** herefy 
" began in the time of Adrian/* when it is 
well known that Bafilides and the mod dif- 
tinguiihed of (he Gnoflics made their ap- 
pearance %. He fays, that of the heretics 
fome were diflinguifhed by the names of 
particular perfons, as thofe of Valentinus, 
Marcion, and Bafilides, fome by the place 
of their refidence, others by their tenets^ 
&c. mentioning none but Gnoflics |I« It 

dhf^uoof * a^^oy yap rov Seov 'vepttuptatoseriv^ jy rev X^s^ m ati eu 
vpo^fua 'vapaiiicao-i vtfeX''^^* Strom, lib. 6* p. 675. See 
alfo p. 542. 662. 
+ Oiho'tv yviiO'sug nktupolm, Strom, lib. 7. p. 754» 

irrLVTKinxvltg ytyovaai . S t rom . lib. 7. p. 764. 

II Tfijy i* aipictuv at fjuy a^o cvofiah^ ispoaayopevovlaij «^ «) aun 
Ova>i£\liifii iCf MapHioivoi jy BaaO^ihij naat tuv MaTdtv aatx^^ '^^^ 
caysff^ai ^o(av * /jua yap >i 'srauflw ytyon rw avosV^n M^p iiiaff^ 
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may only be conje<5liired that he meant the 
Ebionites by the Peratici enumerated by 
him among thofe who had their denomina- 
tion from the place of their refidencc ; but 
this is the only paflage in the word which 
occurs. It is the more remarkable that 
this writer fhould omit the unitarians, as 
he mentions fourteen different heretics by 
narne^ and ten herefies by character. 

As the ftridt Ebionites hold no comma* 
nion with the gentile chriftians, it is very 
poflible that Clemens Alexandrinus might 
infert them in a catalogue of heretics, and 
allude to them under the name of Peratici^ 
without intending any cenfure of their doc- 
trine with refped: to Chrift. Befides, this 
was a name given them, as he fays, from 
their place of refidence, and therefore did 
not include the unitarians among the gen- 
tiles. 

KoO\iaj iilo)^ is X; n rsfapaoGffi^ . ou ?£, ofTTO tooth, ^ oi Uepezlucoi ' ai 
3f , ofTTo €^i?f , t); n Tft)y ^cvym ' w 3f, aTTo aspyeia^^ ug »i ruv Eyxfs- 
Itluv ' ou ?£, aiTQ ioy/jLoliiV liio^cvluv^ u; n ruv Aufuluv ' *: u T«y Ai/tije- 
ISuv ' at 3r, a'TTo uTo^ctnuv^ )C m rtlif^Kxaciv^ ug Kcuovitm te jy ci 
O^iavoi 's^ocar/opiiKuFVQi • ai J?, a^* orv 'sapsswyutig tirih/liwa'at re <) 
ftc}^}in(Tav, Sinom. 7. p. 765. 

2 Tertullian 
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Tertullian reprefents our Saviour as al- 
luding to falfe teachers^ who iaid that he 
was not born of a virgin ; but it is evident 
from the whole pafiage, that he referred to 
the Gnoftics only» who iaid that it wis 
diigraceful to him to be ib born^. 

In all other places in which I have 
found Tertullian fpeak of herefy in general^ 
it is moft evident that his ideas went no 
farther than to the opinions of the Gnof- 
tics» except that he once calls Hebion -a 
heretic. And then he exprefsly makes his 
herefy to coniift in his obfervance of the 
Jewifh ritual -f-. 

** Herefics/* he fays^ " do not differ froih 
^^ idolatry, having the fame author, and 

* Prxnunciaveram plane futures fallaciae magiftros in 
meo nomine, et propheurum et apoftolorum edam ; et 
difcentibus meis eadcm ad vos pracdicare mandaveram, 
femcl evangel ium, ct ejufdem rcgulae dodrinam apoftoiit 
meis delcgavcram : fed quum vos non crederetis, libuit 
mihi poftea aliqua indc mutare. Refurrediionem promi«* 
feram etiam carnis, fed recogitavi ne implere non pofiem. 
Natiim me oftenderam ex virgine, fed poftea turpe mihi 
vifum eft, &c. De Praefcriptione, fe£l. 44. p. 218. 

f Ad Galatas fcribens invchitur in obfervatorcs et dc- 
fcnfotes circumcifionis et legis. Hebionis bzrefis eft. De 
Praf. fcfl. 33. p. 214. 

**the 
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« 

** the fame work with idolaters, for that 
** they make another god againft the ctea- 
** tor, or if they acknowledge one creator, 
'** they difcourfe of him in a manner dif- 
" ferent from the truth*." ** Heretics," 
he fays, f* deny that God is to be feared-}-," 
which agrees with his faying, that " the 
.*' heathen philofophers were the patriarchs 
•* of herefy +," for they held that dodrinc; 
but it was very remote from any thing 
that is ever laid to the charge of the uni- 
tarians. 

Heretics,*' he fays, ** afTociated with the 
magi, with fortune-tellers, with aftrolo- 
gers, with philofophers ; being adtuatcd 



€€ 

«( 



♦ Keque ab idolatria diftarc hacrcfes, cum ct aufloiis ti 
opcris ejufdcm fint cujus et idolatria. Deum aut fingunt 
alium advcrfus crcatorcm, aut (i unicum creatorem confi- 
tcntur, aliter cum differunt quam in vero. De Pncfcrip 
tionc, feci. 40. Opera, p. 217. 

+ Negant deum timendum. Ibid. feft. 43. p. 218. 

X Haercticorum partriarchae philofophi. Ad. Herm. feft. 
8. p. 236. 

Ipfa; denique hacrcfes a philofophia fubornantur. Inde 
acones, et formae nefcio quae, et trinitas hominis apud Va- 
lentinum. Platonicus fuerat. De Prasfcriptione, feft. 7. 
p. aoj. 

*• by 
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** by a principle of cnnoElj ; fo that the 
*' quality of their faith may judged of from 
*' their manner of life ; for diicipline is 
" the index of doftrinc*." 

The whole of this accoont is incoo- 
fifient with Tertullian's confidering miita. 
rians as heretics. Bot much more is his fay- 
ing, that ^ the Valentinians were the moft 
'^ numerous of all the heretics^ , and that the 
*' heretics had nothing to do with their 
** difcipline. Their want of communion/' 
he fays, '* (hews that thpy are foreign to 
*' OS j:," For it is moft evident that tho6 
whom he calls fimplias and idktit^ were 
ranked by him among the credent es^ or ie^ 
lievers. They were even the majinr part 
credentium^ though unitarians, and holding 

* Notata eciam funt conunercia iuereticorum cum magi% 
quampluribus, cum circulatoribus, cum aftrologis, cum 
philofophis, curiofitad fcilicet deditis. — Adeo ut de genere 
converfationis qualitas fidei aeftimari poteft : dodtrinx in- 
dex difciplina eft. De Pnefcriptione, f. 43. p. 2i8» 

f Valendniani frcquentiffimum plane collegium inter 
harreticos. Ad. Valen. feci, i . p. 250. 

% Haerctici autem nullum habent confordum noftrae dif* 
ciplinae, quosextraneos utique teftatur ipfa ademptio com- 
municationis. De Baptifmo, fed. 15. p. 230. 

Vol. i. U the 
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the do<5rine of the trinity in abhorrencei 
as we fhall fee in its proper place. 

Origen fays, that *' heretics borrowed 
*' from the Greek philofophy, from abftrufe 
*' myfteries and from ftrolling aftrologers*." 
Jerom alfo fays ^' the vain words of the phi- 
** lofophers, which, in the dodlrine of Plato 
^^ have killed the children of the church, is 
*' turned into divine wrath and blood to 
** them^f-/' Valentinus is faid to hjve been 
a Platonid:; but it is certain that, in general, 
the philofophy of the Gnoftics was that of 
the Oriental fedl. Plotinus, we have fecn, 
calls it a foreign philofophy. With much 
more juftice might the Gnoftics have re- 
criminated on Origen and his friends, for 
their principles were certainly more pro- 
perly thofe of the Platonifts, 

Farther, Origen fays that ** heretics may 
*< be proved to be atheifts by their doc- 

arpo>^mf psfjtSofASvtJv. Philofophumcna, p. 17. 185. 

f Vana philofophorum verba, qux in do£brinis Plato- 
nicis ecclefls parvulos interimebant, in ultionem divinam 
illis converfa e(l et in cruorem. In Pf. 7 7, Opera, tol 7« 
p. 97. 

^* trines. 
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'* trines^ mantiers; and works*/' which 
is a charge that was never advanced againft 
the unitarians, but conflantly againft the 
Gnoftics. ** I wonder/' fays he again^ 
'^ how the heterodox can fay that there are 
" two Gods in the Old Teftamentf /' He 
alfo fpeaks of the heretics as ^' ftudying ek)«- 
^^ quence to pleafe their hearers, not to 
•'convert them from vice J/' *'Such/' 
** again, fays he, •* are the heretics, who 
•' adorn their difcourfe, not to convert their 
** hearers, but to pleafe them ||/* Laftly^ 
he fays, '* the heretics, through their great 
** madnefs, concealed their private myf- 
*' teries§/' All thefe charadkers are exadly 

* ha o&ZHi aJlng ejrihiiufisif )y kcBa ymim^ ^ notla rpiraf^ 4^ 
HoS tpytiv, Philofophumena, p. 8. i6- 
t Odnr ^avfjfa(iiv /mi anm «w( %/tr< ^w^ 'mfOffoej/bmi Ofsipit^fag 

Comment, vol. st. p. 14. 

X Totalit; ojfvfO'a^ ns^ Xaytti rav ilepdi(iow^ )^ rat kePOian raj/9 w&a^ 
poMm aJlof SK eTTirfefovIa? mg axsoflai;. In Jer* Horn. J . Coita* 
mcnt. vol. I. p* 72. 

I Tales funt haeretici, qui orattonem (\xxttt verbomm 
decore componunt, non at convertanc audientes a vidis, 
fed ut deledent. Opera, vol. i. p.6l4. 

omKKip^it'tgka^lflhtafS^ Philof*p. 6. 

U % defcriptive 
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defcriptlve of the Gnofttcs, but not one of 
them can be (aid to apply to the unitarians. 

But, befides this, there arc a great Tariety 
of charaders by which Origen dtftingui(hes 
heretics in general, and by which it nMy be 
perceived that he could not mean any be- 
fides the Gnoflics. 

In one place he evidently confiders the 
unitarians and heretics feparately, as two dif- 
XinGt clafles of men ; but fappofes that the 
unitarians confounded the persons of the 
Father and the Son, oa which account they 
were called PatripaJJians. But notwith* 
flandtng the evil that he fays of them, he 
acknowledges that they adhered to their 
opinion as thinking that it did honour to 
Chrift, as on other oecafions he afcribes it 
to their regard to the one true God the Fa* 
thcr. ** We are not,^ fays he, " to con- 
^* fider thofe as taking the part of Chrift, 
** who think falfely concerning him, out 
*^ of an idea of doing him honour. Such 
*• are thofe who confound the intelled of 
•* the Father and the Son, diftinguilhing 
^' their fubftance in idea and name only. 
** Alfo the heretics, who, out of a dc- 

•*fire 
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^^ fire of fpeaking magnificently concerning 
/* him, carry their blafphemy vttj high, 
** even to the maker of the worlds arc not 
^^ not on his fide*/' 

Firmilian, writing to Cyprian on the 
fubjed of re-baptizing heretics^ in anfwer 
to one Stephanus, who urged a diredion of 
the^apoftles to that purpoie, replies, that all 
herefies of any confequence were fobfe- 
quent to the time of the apoflles. The en-^ 
tire pafiage, which I ihall infert in the 
nptesy deferves the attention of the reader «f« 



* Ov KfUfSOf yap tmai vTrtp at!bt r»f 'ra^4t^ ffsn^xi; Wffi 
fafleana ts id^€t9 ca!h9. trzotM uns airrKrsiki me^Ji /j 9U nmurn^ 
1^ tn vmraffu na ^SbrZe; laai rvr vAfa jy rof cwr, th 9mm»a§wm 
1^ roiimofioffi^ iuufsilif ro a trjraUMa/unv . Mm at aiwo rm m^i%%^ 
faSaana ts fisyatha *tKf^ aJU ^cfrr/, aitMica u; to c^)^ Aa?ury2f(, 
mmxoMug T^yovls^ rev Svyioyyoy, mc offrnvTrtfoAt. Comment, la 
Matt. vol. I. p. 471. 

f Et quidem quantum ad id perdneat quod Stepbanui 
dixit, quafi apoftoli eos qui ab haerefi vcniant baptizari 
prohibuerint, et hoc cuftodiendum poflerit tradiderint; 
pleniffime vos refpondiftis, neminem tarn ftultum efle qui 
hoc credat apoftolos tradidiiTe, quando etiam ipfas hacrefes 
conftet execrabiles ac deteftandas poftea cxtitifle. Cum et 
Marcion Cerdonis difcipulus inveniatur, fero pod apo(lolu9 
et poll longa ab eis tempora, facrilegam adverfus Deuxn 
tnidition^ induxifle. Apelles quoque blafphemiae ejus 

U J ponfcnticn* 
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It is alfo evident that that excellent bi/hop 
coniidered the Gnoftics as the only heretics, 
when he faid they had neither God, nor 
Lord, nor church, nor faith, &c. in com- 
mon with them^f 

confentiens multa alia nova et graviora fidei ac veritati 
inimica addiderit. Sed et Valentini et Bafilidis tcoipus 
manifcftum eft quod et ipfi poft apoftolos et poft longam 
aetatem, adverfus ecclefiam Dei fceleratis mendaciis ftus 
rebellaverint. Ceteros quoque haeriticos conftat pravas 
fuas (c&as et inventiones perverfas prout quiTque errore 
dudus eft, poftea induxifle; quos omnes manifeftum eft a 
femet ipfis damnatos eile, et ante diem judidi inexcuiabi- 
lem fcntentiam adverfus fcnietipfos dixifle : quorum bap^ 
tifma qui confirmat, quid aliud quam cum ipfis feadjudiat, 
et fe ipfe participem talibus faciendo condemnat ? Cy- 
priani Opera, vol.2, p. 219, 

* Porro cum nobis et haereticis nee Dcus unus fit, ncc 
Dominus unus, nee una ecclefia, nee fides una, fed nee unus 
fpiritus, aut corpus unum ; manifeftum eft ncc baptifma 
nobis et haereticis commune effe pofle, quibus nihil eft 
omnino commune. Ibid. p. 229. 



SECTION 
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SECTION VL 

Of Htrejy in a later Pfri^. 

J T is of no great conrequence to cany 
thefe authorities any farther, as it is ac- 
knowledged that the unitarians were con-* 
fidcred as heretics after the timeof Origen; 
and it is poflible that they may be fo called 
occafionally by him, as well as others of his 
time who difliked their principles. For 
about this time the term berejy^ beg^ to 
be applied to the doi^ines which were not 
entertained by thofe more learned chriilians, 
whole opinions (being in appearance more 
flattering to Chrift, the author of their re- 
ligion) continually gained ground ; though 
it was a long time before the common 
people in general could relifh them. So 
well eftablifhed, however by a long courfe 
of time, was the fynonymous ufe of the 
terms heretic, and Gnojiic, that they con- 
tinued to be fo ufed occafionally, even long 
after the decrees of councils had pronounced 
other doctrines to be heretical ; and of this 
) fhall ^ive fome inilances. 

y 4 Athanaflu^ 
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Athanadus fays, ^^ the heretics make to 
<^ themfelves another maker of the univerfe 
** bcfides the Father of our Lord Jefus 
«' Chrift *." Indeed, Athanafius confi- 
dered the proper unitarians in a more fa-- 
vourable light than he did either the Gnof- 
tics or the Arians +. Again, he fays, ** the 
^^ heretics^ leaving the difcipline of the 
•* church, and making (hipwreck of faith, 
*^ ■ make themfelves another God be- 
*« fides the true God, the Father of Chrift, 
** who, they fay, was unbegotten, the 
*^ author of evil, and the maker of the 
*' world J." 

Eufebius, fpeaking of the herefies of 
the Jews, and thofe of the Greeks, de- 
fcribes them as atheiftical, fome of them 
introducing feveral contrary principles, and 

Tcjy va-flbiv zfofa rev 'salsfct ns HvpiH r^fiuv InjH xp^r^* ^^ Incar- 
nationc, Opera, vol. i. p» 55- 

+ See Opera, vol. i. p. 975, 977, 978. 

"!(, O1 h UTTO TOW euftawv ixTTiJcvlBg mg £xKXn<riaruof( iiiaffna^ 

vofoffovHaiv Bivcu . avaarharloylcu h tcuHois 'sapa rov aXK^aw u 
XfiTH 'ssoStfa Seov i\i^^ )y thIov otyaWov, tjj koks voinhfjv ^ in; 
ftoMOf ofx/ryov, tov ^ Tuf n^iav^g ^nfUH^v* Contra Gentes, 
Opera, vol. i.p.6« 

Others 
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others afcribing the government of the uni- 
verfc to wicked perfons *. He alfo fays, 
that Simon Magus was the leader of all 

herefy +. 

Cyril of Jerufalem, whofc neighbour- 
hood feems to have abounded with Gnof- 
tics, and efpecially with Manicheans, ad- 
vifes to ** hate all heretics, but efpecially • 
*^ thofe who had their name from mad- 
** jiefs \*' meaning Manes ; and through 
his whole work he generally fpeaks of the 
Gnoftics as if he had thought them to be 
the only proper heretics, though he docs 
not fcruple occafionally to give the fame 
appellation to others who thought differ- 
ently from him. Thus he joins others in 
calling Simon Magus the inventor of all 
herefy §. " The heretics/' he fays, '• do 
^* not acknowledge one God Almighty. 

* In Pfa. 64. Montfaucon's Collcclio Patrum, vol. i: 
P- 3»3- 

+T1a^? fiS'j ay apxnycv a'pta-sag vpifm ytvt(r^ai rev ^i/Msva wa- 
pii>jflpafAt9. Hid. lib. 2. cap 13 p. 62. 

X Km fMa£i fji£v 'sjoaflag oupikKHi^ t^aiploii h^ *rc9 m; fiavtaf 
t^nmffiov* Cat. 6. p. 91* 

§ Kot va^^ t^tv aipsjiu; su^th; ^tfMav oMxyof . Cat. 6. p. 87. 

^ *' For 
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^* For almighty is he who rules over all, 
•* and has power over all ; for they who 
^ fay he is Lord of the foul, but not of the 
•* body, do not make him perfcdt. For 
** how can he be perfedl who wants either 
** of thefc ? If he has power over the foul, 
** and not over the body, how is he al- 
*• mighty ; and if he has power over the 
•* body, and not over the foul, how is he 
*' almighty*?'* 

The term heretic feems alfo to be appro- 
priated to the Gnoftics in the following 
paflage: '* Nor has the devil made thefc 
*^ attempts with refpecfl to the Gentiles 
•* only ; but many who are falfely called 
*« chriftians, improperly called by the frag- 
** rant name of Chrift, have impioufly dared 
*' to alienate God from his own works. I 
«* mean the heretics, who are abominable 

* Ai^tliKOi 5f 'arttAiv, Ko^ctii ii^r^xi ^ 'SJfoliczv, ax oi^jLO-iV tva msch 
IcJtcak'pa Secv . 'Bovloxpalup yap fnv, 'sravtuv xpaiir^j tBaSat 
t^jui^uv . 01 Se ^ryov^Ej, Tov /xfv, eivm tv\; -^^uxiv; havrolnv^ rev Jf , 
•nj auiJLsOo^^ « TiT^tov hsyaci . wwj yap teXsioj, >£t7ruiv txarov oia- 
lip • yap xl/vx^i; Efa^-ioy e%4;v, acj^og Se iiafnay fin- ix^'^'y '*^^> 
't^aSoxpaic'y^ ' <} ostrTro^av acDualuiVj fAn t^a^u^av ii 'XVEiz/io^Anf, 
«ra)( 'souHzKpa.jip. Cat. 8. p. III. 
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'^ and atheiftical, pretending to be lovers of 
^* Chrift, but who are in reality haters of 
** Chrift ; for he who blafphemes the Fa- 
** ther of Chrift is the enemy of the Son* 
'^ Ye have dared to fay, that there are two 
^^ deities, one 'good and the other evil ^« 
^* Let the mouths of all heretics be flop- 
^* ped who complain of the body, or rather 
*' of him that formed iti.** Laftly, imme« 
diately after fpeaking of unitarians, who 
iaid that Chrift was from the earth only, he 
mentions *' the heretics, who fay that Jefus is 
" one perfon, and Chrift another J." Here- 
tics feem alfo to be ufed as fynonymous 
to Gnoftics in other parts of his work§. 

XpiTB oifO/Mali Mcmug vpoa'ayoffvofASiwVt cloAfOKroy ooiAv; onroXXo- 
Ipmaeu Toy Btcv ruv oimuw voayiellm* tts^ ren cufHausv Kejfo vcuias^ 

9 

Xpfv^ & vavlo^ . yap rov voQspa tk xp^m ivff^iyjwf. tx^s; tn 

Cat. 6. p. 85. 

Y ^ifjus^a)j'CGf yezp oi ai^slatoi vcofls^ ot Mohr/OfKylt^ rut caiu3ui9^ 
fuOO^ ^s avlit T8 'm^^acavloi* Cat. is. p« l6'2. 

X Km %a ra^ *s7^x9aq rm oupdmw^ tojv >^)fo}i^i a>X09 fxsv msu 
7CV xp^rov^ a»Jov & tcv Ivuvv. Cat. lo. Opera, p. 125. 

§ Seep. 112, 113. 116, 145. 

Bafil 
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Bafil, diftinguiibing between heretics and 
fchifmaticsy fays, that ^^ the heretics were 
*' entirely broken off from the church, on 
** account of the faith itfelf ♦ ;" und all the 
inftances that he mentions are of Guoftics. 
Gregory Nazianzen, who reprefents the Fa- 
ther as the only perfon in the trinity who 
was fpared in his time» fays, that he was 
the firil who had been difhonoured by the 
heretics, being divided into the good and 
the demiurgus *f-. This wa$ never laid4o 
the charge of the unitarians, 

" Where/' fays Jerom, •^ is Marcfon, 
** Valentinus, and all the heretics, who 
aflcrt that one being was the maker of the 
world, that is, of things vifible, and an- 
other of things invifible +." ** All within 
*' the church," he fays again, " are ruftic 
** and fimple, all heretics Ariftotelians or 

mai. Ad Ainphilochium Ep. Opera, vol. 3. p. 20. 

"i^in'z^ Or. 24. Opera, p. 428. 

X Ubi funt Marcion ct Valcntinus, et omnes hxretici, 
qui alcerun) mundi, id ell, vifibilium, et alterum afTerunt 
invifibilium conditorcm ? In Eph. cap. 5. Opera, vol, 6. 

^' Plato^ 
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«• Platonifts *.'' Of thcfc two defcriptiont 
of mcD^ the former^ by the confcflion of all 
antiquity^ much better applied to the unt*- 
tarians than the latter. 

Chryfoftom reprefents it as an anfwer to 
'^ all the herefy that would ever arife, that 
*' Mofes faid, in the beginning God created 
*^ the heavens and the earth." He adds, 
'^ If the Manicheans come to you^ and talk 
** of their pre-exiftent matter, or Marcion, 
** or Valentinus, or the gentiles » fay to them, 
** in the beginning God created the heavens 
** and the earth-f- /' This was never denied 
by any unitarian. 

Laftly, CEcumenius reprefents the wif- 
dom of the world as the caufe of herefy J; 

* Ecdefiaflici enim rurtici funt et fimpliccs : omncs vcro 
haeretici Ariftotelici ct Platonici funt. InPf. 77. Opera, 
voL 7. p. 95. 

i* AiraxiJt i^Ci^iio 'zoujoi^ cijucu TO/f caay (t^ianuv tffiifu0f4t9a^ 
OiftTttg rn zmsOj^ia xa'.x^ty a^su77ru,Tf iiald wxts^' ^^ o^fOC/^ iiswflft 

Tm Uktff *s^K/Ta^yjn ' nm YAcuKiorj^ nam Oya^^try,^ nm V:»m0f 
maiv;. t^it xs^ ab/T:? ' n tx^vv, vtscwjv* 5 "si^ ret wcm^s L rry ynfm 
In Gen- cap. i. Opera, vol, 2. p. 13. 

1^ 
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and this writer always fpcaks of the uni* 
tarians as a Jimple people. Thefe are all 
evident traces of its having been an original 
opinion^ that the Gnoftics were the only 
heretics ; fince the language and the fenti- 
ment occurred fo frequently after the prin- 
ciple itfelf had been abandoned^ which is a 
thing by no means uncommon. 

Toy, oxXa7«7oiV7£( aitUi^ x} ^^trm m^ Ttr7oif ^x^^it *; mapafiFi- 
nfili^ tm; ^loi^ ra av^pu^nva^ tva tu neuvoMi tow hEysfievcn ariairaa?' 
leu Toug oKHailoi . o9cy x) aift^ti^ e&)X9ov. In Jac. Opera, vol. 
2. p. 465 • 
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CHAPTER V. 

Of the Apojlles Creeds as a guard agamjl 

Gnofiicifm. 

J^OTHING perhaps that has hitherto 
been advanced can give us fo clear an 
idea of the extreme dread which the catho- 
lic chriftians entertained of the principles of 
the Gnoflics, as an attention to the feveral 
articles of that creed which is commonly 
called the apofiles^ all of which, in its origi- 
nal Aate, were evidently intended tp exclude 
the Gnoflics, and no other clafs of perfons 
whatever. 

A profeiSion of faith in the divine mifHon 
of Chrift, and generally of repentance alfo, 
which had been the great objedl of John's 
baptifm, to which that of Chrift fucceeded, 
was always required of every perfon who 
was a candidate for admiflion into the chrif- 
tian church. But while there were no he- 
refies that gave much alarm to the body of 
chriftians^ it was thought fufficient to make 

the 
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the catechumens fimply to profefs their 
faith in Chrift, or, if they were Jews, that 
Jefus was the Mefliah ; and fuch are all the 
inflances of baptifm that are mentioned in 
the book of AA%. But'after wards, whether 
in the time of the apofties, or not, but very 
probably before the death of John, other 
articles were added, injtended to exclude per- 
fons who were not thought to be proper 
members of chriftian churches, though they 
did profefs to believe in the divine miflion 
of Chrift. At what time each of thefe 
articles was infer ted in the creed is not 
known; and indeed the pr^ftice of the 
church appears to have been various in this 
refpedt, fome articles having been ufed in 
oi\e church, and others in another, and ftill 
lefs was the hmtform of words ftriSly ad- 
hered to. 

We are able, however, in fome meafurc, 
to trace the progrefs of this baptifmal creed 
by its being publiflied, with more or lefs of 
comment, by different chriftian writers, 
from Irenaeus, who is the firft who has 
given any of the articles of it, to Ruffinus, 
who firft publiihed a profefled commentary 

upon 
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upon it, and fince wbofe time no confider- 
able alterations have been made in it. And 
it is remarkable that Irenaeus introduces this 
creed into his treatife on herefy, as a proof 
that the perfons hft wrote againfl: were con- 
demned by it ; and in thofe parts of his 
work he condemns, hone but the Gnoftics. 
Accordingly we read in-Optatus, that ** he- 
" retics deferted the facredj$^/^(?/*," for {o 
this creed was called^ and this was not true 
of any fet of perfons whatever l^efides the 
Gnoftics. 

We have ac(:ounts of this creed in two 
different placea" of the work of Irenaeus ; 
and though it is pvident that he does not , 
give this creed in the very words in which 
it was delivered to the catechumens (indeed 
the two copies of the creed that he does give, 
diflfering confiderably from each other, is a 
proof that he did not mean to give the creed 
itfelf, but only a commentary upon it) it is 
eafily to perceive by his glofs what was the 
real objedt of eai^h article in it, and for 
this purpofe I (hall recite both his copies. 

• 

** Haeretici verb, veritatis exules, fani ct vcriffimi fym- 
boli defcrtores,^— »lib. i* p. 13- 

Vol. I, X ' " He 
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** He who holds without fwerving the 
** rule of truth which he received at bap- 
** tifm, will underftand the names, phrafes, 
*' and parables of the fcripturcs, and will 
** not know this blafpherftous hypothefis,— 
** The churches plantftd by the apoftles, 
" and their difciples td the end of the earth, 
** received that faiti) .which is io one God, 
** the Father. Almighty, who macle the-hea- 
" vens and the earth, and the fea, and all 
** things that are in them ; and in -one Jefus 
** Chrift, the fon of God, incarnate for our 
" falvation; and in 'the holy fpirit, who 
" preached by the prophets the difpcnfa- 
** tion.of the gofpel, and th'e coming, and 
** the birth by a 'virgin, and his fufFerings 
*• and refurredtion'from the dead, and the 
** afcent'of our beloved Lord Jefus Chrift 
«* into heaven in the flefli, and his return 
** from heaven in the glory of the Father, 
'^ to complete all things, and to raife all 
*** the flcfh of mankind ; that to Chrift Je- 
^* fus, our Lprd and God, and Saviour, 
*< and king, according to the will of the 
f^ invifible Father, every knee might bow, 
*^ of things in heaven, and things in earth, 

'' and 
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** and things under the earth, that every 
** tongue (hould confefs to him, and that he 
** fhould judge all in righteoufnefs ; that 
** he might fend into everlafting fire fpiri- 
•* tual wickednefs, the angelS who tranf- 
** grefled, and who apoftatized, the ungod* 

ly, the wicked, and lawlefs, and blaf- 

phemous men; but give life inynortal, 
•* and eternal glory, to tht righteous, the 
•* holy, and thofe who keep his command- 
** ments, thofe who remain in his love 

from the beginning, ^nd alfo. thofe who 

repent** 

^a 'n BfiPJrho'/Aalo^ aXn^ty ra /av sm tm ypapuv ovofAala, >^ rag 

ToSm 8K eTTiyvoaslM, 

rtf yrtg ^leairoffievri; i^apa 3e ruv aTToroT^uv, «J ruv ijuiviiv fjtcMoJV 
motfcO^wa T)iy nq sva Seov 'malspa 'savktioaiopa tr^ ts^'jrztmola to¥ 

aj sva Xf*^cv I>k7sv, tov viov ts Sea, rev aapfua^svra t/jrepms nfiilspoi 
ctJhpuxg • >tj iig Hvsu/jLa aytcv^ to ^la tuv ^pop^m usimpvxo^ Toj 

eytpo'iv at votpciy^ xj tw tvifa^xov ti^ rng spavu;^ccva}^n ra irya^n^in^ 

ma^ioof aulay £7ri to avaHS^a^Mbxraur^cu ra mocvlot^ t^ oaarrviai 
^Bbffov aapxa *soury% av^por^oh^og^ iva xp^TU lr,7is ra KVpto i»fw*, 
«^ Sw, xj (TaTnfi, xj Sao-ihgt, *xala tw euSmcu n llalpog th aopsSbi^ 

X 2 ««^ 
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The other copy, if it may be fo called, 
of the.baptifmal creed is fhorter than this/ 
but to the fame purpofej reprcfen ting all 
chriftians as believing ** in one God the 
** maker of heaven and earth, and of all 
" things that are therein, by Jefus Chrift, 
** the fon of God, who from his great love 
*' to .his creatures, fubmitted to be born of 
*f a virgin; he by hlmfelf uniting man to 
*' God, and fuffered under Pontus Pilate; 
** and having rifen again, and being received 
*' into glory, vi^ill come to fave thofe who 
*' are favcd, and to judge thofe who are 
" judged, and fend into eVerlafting fire 
^* thofe who change the truth, and defpife 
** the Father and his coming*. 

ca £iofio>iOyr.7y?.M aulu),, )c. kciciv ^ixaiav iv rcig 'scxai 'SSoiriTrJau . ia 

cia yEyovoJj^^ '^ tov; oureStigy )y afi/taj, J9 ayo/^s;, '^ p}^affp^ 
Tiiv ai'^odJTfuv £1^ TO aicoviov "S^up "sr^i*^ ' rot^ 3h Siitatw^, 3y ooioi;^ }^ 
Ta^- EUo\a^ aula Tilr.^jco^i^ ii. £v tj] ayccTTri aula ^lOfdifJievYVcoai rci; ai 
apyjiii TOi; 3c ex, fMslavoiagy fww xap^a^uEvoj, af^apo'icxv Siy^nJ^ilu, 
xj Jb|jtv ociuvuxv 's:£ci7roin<TYi, Lib. i. cap. 2. p. 45. 

* In unum Deum credentes fabricatorcm cseli et tenrse, 
et omnium quae in cis funt, per Chriftum Jefum Dei fili- 
um. Qui propter eminentiiSmam erga figmentum fuum 
diledionem, earn qux elTet ex virgine generationem fufti- 

nuit, 
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The articles in our prefent creed to which 
thofe in thefe two glofles correfpond, are 
eafily perceived to be the following. " I 
** believe in God the Father Almighty, 
**. maker of heaven and earth, and in Jefus 
** Chrift his only Son our Lord, who was 
** conceived by the Holy Spirit, born of the 
** Virgin Mary, fufFered under Pontius Pilate 
*^ was crucified, dead, and buried. The third 
•* day he rofe from the dead, he afcended 
** into heaven, and fitteth at the right 
*^ hand of God the Father Almighty, from 
** thence he fhall come to judge the living 
** and the dead." To thefe perhaps may 
be added the article which, in a fit 11 more 
explicit manner, expreffes the refurredion 
of the dead, or as it was more anciently 
exprefTed ofthejle/h. 

Thefe are certainly all the articles to 
which thofe in the two glofTes of Irenaeus 
can be fuppofed to correfpond /and nothing 

jiuit, ipfc per fe hominem adunans Deo, et paffus fub Pon- 
tio Pilato et refurgens, et in claritate receptus, in gloria 
vcnturus falvator eorum qui falvantur, et juc|cx eorum 
qui judicantur, et mittens in ignem aeternum transfigura- 
tores veritatis, et contemptores Patris fui et adventus ejus- 
I^ib, 3. cap. 4. p. 206. 

X 3 can 
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can be more evident than that every one of 
them w^as intended to exclude the Gnof- 
tics, except perhaps, that which fpeaks of 
Chrift as born of a virgin. But even this 
might not be intended to defcrlbe the birth 
of Chrift in fuch a manner as to exclude 
thofe wrho thought it natural, fo much as 
to aflert that he was really and properly 
born, in oppofition to thofe Gnoftics who 
iaid that he was not properly born, as he 
took nothing from his mother. As wc 
learn from Origen that there were even ia 
the Gentile church fome pcrfons who did 
not believe the miraculous conception, and 
as this is * only a glofs upon the creed 
given by Irenatus, who did believe it, and 
thought it to be of confiderable import- 
ance, we cannot be fure that this article in 
its prefent form, was in the creed as it was 
made ufe of in his time. At moft, this 
article could only be intended to exclude 
from chriftian communion thofe unitarians 
who difbelieved the miraculous conception, 
and by no means thofe who did believe it, 
which is the cafe of almoft all the uni- 
tarians of the prefent age. 

Indeed 
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Indeed the fafl:, which is univerfally ac- 
knowledged, viz. that great numbers of 
unitarians were in communion with the 
catholic church, before and after the time 
of Irenasus, fufficiently proves that the pro- 
per creed, to which all chriftians gave their 
confent, did not contain any articles that 
muft (if they had any operation or effedt) 
have excluded them. The learned Dn 
Grabe fuppofes that the article concerning 
the miraculous conception, was not in the 
early baptifmal creeds, but was referved for 
a head of inftrudtion after baptifm*. 

All the other articles above mentioned 
are acknowledged by the learned wtiter of 
the Hijlory of the Apofiles Creeds to be di- 
redlcd againft the Gnoftics, who did not 
believe that the maker of heaven and earth 
was the Father of Jefus Chrift, that Jefus 
ivas the Chrift, that he was ever properly 

born, or fuifered, and who did not believe 
in a refurredlion, or future judgment. If 
it be thought that any of thefe articles, or 
?iny claufe in them, was not 'originally in- 

♦ Annotaia in BuUi Judicium, cap. 6. Bulli Opera, 
P-339- 

X 4 tended 
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tended to exclude the Gnoftics, at leaft it 
cannot be faid that they were intended to 
exclude any other fet of me«, but to ex- 
prefs fuch fafts, or principles, as were be- 
lieved by all chriftians. 

Dr. Sykes •obferves, that fince thefe two 
creeds of IrenaeUs ** do not agree in words, 
^* nor confift of the fame articles, but differ 
*♦ in many inftanpes, they cannot be looked 
** upon as creeds of any church, but as 
*♦ fummaries of the do^Strines of chriflianity 
** drawn up in this author's own form*." 
However, though they certainly, for thefc 
reafons, are not creeds in words, and form, 
they are evidently the writer's glofs, or 
comment on fome aftual cj-eed, and allude 
to the particular articles of one. 

The next copies of the creed, or at leaft 
fomething like it, we find in the writings 
of Tertullian ; who gives us three of them, 
all very different from each other, and from 
thofe of Irenaeus ; two of them evidently 
diffufe gloffes, and more likely to be fo, as 
they are intioduced into treatifes againft 

♦ Enquiry wben the refurreftion of the body was in- 
ftrted in the pubhc creeds, p. 1 1, 

1 particular 
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particular herefies ; the other more fimple, 
and being inferted in a treatife relating to 
pra£tice» is more likely to approach nearer 
to the real creed propofed to the catechu-- 
mens in his time. It is as follows. " The 
** rule of faith is only one, admitting oF no 
** change or emendation, requiring us to bc- 
•* lieve in one God Almighty, the maker of 
♦* the world ; and in his Son Jefus Chrift, 
^* born of the Virgin Mary, crucified under 
^* Pontius Pilate, raifed from the dead on the 
•' third day, received up into heaven, now 
** fitting at the right hand of the Father, 
** and who will come again to judge both 
^' the living and the dead, even by .the re- 
** furreftion of the flefli. This law of 
** faith remaining, other things, being mat- 
•* ters of difcipline and condud, admit of . 
^* new corredions, the grace of God co-» 



** operating* 



i» 



* Regula quiJem fidei una omnino eft, fola, immo- 
bilis, et irrcformabilis, credendi fcilicet in unicum deunii 
omnipotentem, mundi conditorem, ct filium ejus JcAim 
Chriftum^ natum ex Virgine Maria, crftcifixum Tub Pontio 
Pilato. tertia die rerufckatum a mortuis, rectptum in caelis 
fedentem nunc ad dcxtcam patris, venturum judicarc irivot 
et mortuo5, per carnis etiam refurrcdtioncoi. Hac lege 

fidci 
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This creed contains no articles that arc 
not contained in the creed of Irenaeus, ex- 
cept the more diftin6t mention of the rc- 
furreftion of the flefli, which it is well 
known all the Gnoftics denied; fo that 
there can be ho doubt of its having been 
direfted againft them. 

The fecond creed of Tertullian occurs 
in his treatife De Prafcnptione, in which 
he pombats the Gnoftic dodlrine; and 
therefore he enlarges upon the fcveral ar- 
ticles, with a view to make it more evi- 
dently levelled againft them. *' The rule 
<' of faith is that by which we are taught 
'** to believe that there is but one God, 
*' and this no other than the mwikcr of the 
** world, who produced every thing out of 
** nothing, by his own word, then firft 
** fent down ; that that word was called 
** his Son, that he appeared varioufly m 
^^ the name (i. e. in the character) of God 
** to the partriarchs, that he was afterwards 

fidei manente, cxtera jam difciplina? et converfationis, ad- 
mittunt novitatem correftionis, operante fcilicet et profi- 
ciente ufque ad linem gratia dci. De Virginibus velandis, 
feci. I.- p. 173. 

" conveyed 
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♦* conveyed by the Spirit, and power of 
•/ God the Father, into the Virgin Maryi 
^* that he was made flefli in her womb, and 
'* from her appeared in the pcrfon of Jefus 
** Chrift ; that he thence preached a new 
** law, and a new promife of the kingdom 
** of heaven ; that he performed miracles, 
** was fixed to the crofs, rofe again on the 
third day, was taken up into heaven, fat 
* at the right hand of the Father, fcnt the 
power of the Holy Spirit in his place to 
^* infpire believers ; that he will come with 
^* glory to take the faints to inherit eternal 
^* life, and the celcftial promifes, and to 
•* judge the wicked to everlafting fire, bc-^ 
^* ing raifed again in their flefli*." Admit- ■ ' 

* Regula eft autem fidci, uc jam hinc quid dcfendamut ' 
profiteamur, ilia fcilicct qua creditur unum omnino Deum 
xfic; ncc alium prarter mtindi conditorem ; qui unl vcr« 
fa 4c nlhilo prod^iXLxlt, per verbum fuum primo omnium 
demilTum : Ld vcrbuxn £!ium tjus z^pcVutuoL, In nomine 
Dei Tane vifum a patri^rchi). in proph^s (^^mptr audi- 
turn, poPiTtnio dtlix-n ex fpiritu patrit, Dei ct vhunc, in 
Virgijitin Miriiui j <,'&.: n:rri iJ':r.um in utcro tj'is, ct ex «i na» 
turn tg^nc 'ex fft^ J'r.'j.i/>.r.{:u.-r; : cxJ«ie pr^e^iicaU*'; /twaxa 
legem, ct n^.ijr-i p: oiTAii^Qnea: regrJ cxl'X u-ixj : vinutcts 
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ting this tp have been the genuine creed, 
every article in* it is lUll more evidently 
pointed at the Gnoftics. 

The third copy of the creed, or rather a 
another glofs upon it, is found in Tertul- 
lian's Treatife againft Praxcas ; and being 
a glofs, the objed: of it is evidently to make 
it exprcfs more clearly his ov^rn doctrine 
of the perfonification of the logos, which 
Praxeas denied. It is as follows ; ** We 
** believe in one God, but under that dif- 
** pen fation which* we calj the fcconomy; 
•* fo that there is alfo a Son of this one 
** God, his word, who proceeded from 
•' him, by whom all things were made, 
•*^and without whom nothing was made 
' *^ that was made; that he was fent by the 
** Father into a virgin, and of her born man 
** and God, the fon of man, and the fon of 
" God, and called Jefus Chrift; that he 
" fuflfered, died, and was buried, according 

fpiritus fanfti, qui crcdcntes agat: venturum cum clari- 
tate, ad fumcndos fandlos in vitae seternae et promiflbrum 
coelcftium fruftum, et ad profanes adjudicandos igni per- 
petuo, fafta utriufque partis rcfufcitatione cum carnis refti- 
tutione. Scft. 13. p. 206. 

'*to 
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** to the fcriptures ; that he was raifed by 
^* the Father, and taken up into heaven, 
«* that he fits at the right hand of the Fa- 
** ther, and that he will come to judge the 
" living and the dead ; who thence, ac- 
** cording to his promife, fent from the 
*rFather the Holy Spirit, the comforter, 
** and the fandtificr of the faith of thofe 
^* who believe in the Father, the Son, and 
" the Holy Spirit*." 

Of the other articles which were addecl .. 
. to the creed afterwards, an account may be 
feen in the learned Hijiory of the creed men- 
tioned above, and it is very apparent that 

* Unicum quidein deum crecllmus, fub hac tamen dif- 
penfatione quam oeconomiam dicimus, ut unici dei fit et . ' * 
filius fcrmo ipfius, qui ex ipfo proccflcrit, per quern omnia 
fa(Ja funt, et fine quo faflum eft nihil ;. hunc miffutn a 
patre in virginem, et ex ea natdm hominem et deum, 
filium hominis et filium dei, et cognom!i)^tum Jcfum 
Chriftum. Hunc paflum, hunc mortaum, ct fepultum, 
fecundum fcripturas, et refufcitatum a patre, et in cxlos 
refumptum, federe ad dcxtram patris, vcnturum judicare 
vivos ct mortuos, qui exinde miferit, fecund urn promifli- 
onem fuam, a patre fpiritum fanftum, paraclctum^ fandi- 
ficatorem fidei eonini qui crcdunt in patrem et filium et 
fpiritum fanftum. I-knc rcgulam ab initio evangtlii de*? 
cucurrifle, &c. Ad. Piaxcam, k(k. 2. p. 501. 

thc-y 
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they were all levelled at particular herefies ; 
but all the original articles of the creed 
were calculated to exclude the Gnoftics, 
and not one of them can be faid to affeA 
the unitarians, efpecially if they believed 
the miraculous conception, as I may have 
occafion to obferve more particularly here- 
after. At prefent I produce thefe creeds 
with a view to (hew how foon the chriftian 
church took the alarm at the principles of 
the Gnoftics, and how careful they were to 
take all the methods in their power to keep 
them out of the church. 

It appears from Cyril of Jerufalem, that 
the ufe that was made of the creed was to 
interrogate each of the candidates for bap- 
tifm, whether they believed the feveral ar- 
ticles of it*. 

I (hall conclude this account of the creed 
with obfcrving that, in the Apoftolical Con- 
ftitutions, which were probably written in 
the fourth century, we have a very (hort 

KOXufjL^n^^cc/y 0); o x^iTog cctto th rav^a t7n to 'ZD'^ twtfi/ifvov iMfn^ia , x) 
wcJlalo ixarog u 'siifiVH £i; to ovofjia th "acO^og^ xj ts ws^ Xj t« aryit 
Uvsvixal:;. Cat. Myft, 2. p. 285. 

and 
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and fimple creed propofed. For it is there 
faid, that " the faith of chriflians is to be- 
** lieve that there is one Almighty God,- 
*' and no other, and that he alone is to be 
** worshipped by Jefus Chrift, in the holy 
'•fpirit*." 

In the times in which the dodtrine of 
the trinity was much agitated, the articles 
of the apoftles creed were not thought 
to be fufficient ; and fome of the more 
zealous biftiops propofed the Nicene creed, 
and other tefts to thofe who wecc in com- 
munion with them. Theodorct made his 
catechumens recite the Nicene creed at 
baptifm-f-. Epiphanius alfo propofed a 
large creed to be ufed at baptifm, in oppo- 
iition to heretics \. But this praftice does 

i:avayiii 'jnsuiMxli, Conftitut. Apoll. lib. 6. p. 343. 

•f* Tag yctp xji9 vuiTzv ilciTu z:xfXYta 'spaovlai psiTtlia-fiali, rvpf 
vfls^iaav Ev Nmaia zraca r^v ayim :c. fjLOKX^iav Trals^av zuriv ncfAop- 
SflRTiv 'sa^aa-Kiua!iofJL£v . xj fJLi^cr/JiyisvJs; oa/lag u; 'srpjelaxyn^svj 
fixTrli^OfjLsv Eig to ovO(jl% th TLaipog^ -] t« Ti», ^J t» aym TLnvfAaJo^, 
aiKCitg exariiv 's^oTyr/t^iMf z^^s'^s^ovis;. Epift. 1 4 5. Opera, vol. 
3. p. 1023. 
% Ancontus, fcfi. 121. Opera, vol. 2. p, 123. 

not 
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not appear to have been general. A copy 
of the apoftles creed, much enlarged, with 
a kind of comment, may be feen in the 
works of Cyril of Alexandria *. 



CHAPTER VI. 

Of the DoBrine of Plato concerning God^ mi 
the general Syjlem of Nature. 

TT will be feen, that what was called or^ 
thodox chrijlianity after the council of 
Nice had received a confiderable tinge from 
the tenets of Gnofticifm, of which a view 
has been given in the laft fedion. But the 
proper fource of it was the philofophy of 
Plato. 

The dodlrine of the ferfontfication of the 
logos, or the divine ifitelledl, confifting of the 
attributes of wifdom^ po^wer^ &c. was cer- 
tainly introduced by the Platonifls, and 

* Opera, vol. 2. p. 699. 

from 
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from them it was adopted by the chriftiaa 
Fathers ; bat it appears to me, from a 
pretty careful examination of the writings 
of Plato, that this was not done by him- 
felf, though the confufion of his ideas gave 
occafion to' it, or fomething like it, in his 
followers. 

According to Plato, the univerfe was 
made by the fupreme God, whom he often 
ftiles et>c«^§^, or ihe good^ without the inftru- 
mentality of any fubordinate being what- 
ever, only making it according to a pattern 
preyioufly formed in his own mind. Lan- 
guage to this tSt&, is frequent in his writ- 
ings ; but there is a manifeft confufion in 
his account of the ideas of the divine mind^ 
by means of which the plan of the univerfe 
was formed ; fo that he fometimes makes 
them to be a fecond principle of things, and 
the world itfelf, which was produced from 
thofe ideas, a third principle. But I do not 
find that he ever proceeded fo far as to make 
the divine mind, kk^, or ao>®', a fecond God^ 
a diftindt intelligent being. 

The Demiurgus, or immediate maker of 
the world, according to the following paf- 

VoL. I. Y fage, 
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fagc, was evidently the fuprcmc Being him- 
felf, and not any fubordinate agents or prin- 
ciple, whatever. ** You will fay/' fays he, 
** that all animals that are produced, and 
•* perifhable, and which formerly were not, 
** either have their origin from fome God, 
*' who made them, or according to the opi- 
** nion of the vulgar. What opinion ? That 
*' nature produced them as a felf-moving 
** caufe, without (/wrom) intelligence ; or 
*• with a divine knowledge, and reafott 
«' [hoy^) which comes from God ♦•*' 

I have not met with any paflage more 
favourable to the doftrine of a fecond Godj 
employed in making the world, in all the 
, writings of Plato, than this ; and yet it is 
evident that the logos here fpoken of, as that 
by which God made the univerfe, was, in 
his idea, fynonymous with J^tAvoiA and c^ir»f/», 
or his underjiandingy and by no means any 
other proper perfon or agent. 

mo»m hyfjLoli )y pYifxali Xf<^f^^ ot ; Gfa/lrJ?®" . Tloiu • Hn-^. T« 
•mv fvcriv aula ytwav^ aTro Tiv©" aSiai atllofioOi^^ Jy oofoi Jwoctrj 
fwcnjj, w it£\a Xo7» re, x) imirr^r^ SciOf, a^ro Se« 7<7vo/*wj^. So- 
phiflcs, p. 1 14. 

That 
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That, in Plato's idea, it *was the fupremc 
Being who hiaifelf accomplifhed the work 
of creation, is evident from his reprcfcn- 
tation of him as rejoicing at the concliilion 
of it. ** When he faw the fyftcm in mo- 
** tion, and confidcred the beautiful image 
•* of the eternal gods, the generating Fa- 
^* ther rejoiced, and was glad, and thought 
*^ to make it more to refemble the pat- 
** tern*." The refemblance between this 
paflage and that of Mofes, Gen. i. 3 1 . And 
God Jaw every thing that he had made^ and 
behold it was very good^ is very ftriking ,• (q 
that it is no wonder that many perfons 
fhould have thought that Plato had feen the 
writings of Mofes, and copied from them. 
But I think that if Plato had taken this 
from Mofes, he would have taken more ; 
and in other refpeds the theology of Plato 
is very different indeed from that of Mofes, 
though they both agree in reprefcnting the 
fupreme Being himfeif as having made all 

VfOi TO "oapahiyiJia eTrmmo'sv aitifyob^zff^cu* TiiDSUS, p. 480* 

Y 2 things 
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things by his own power, and to have pro- 
nounced them very good. 

That the fupreme Being himfelf is the 
Demiurgus according to Plato, and not any 
fubordinate being, is alfo evident from this 
paffage : ** Nothing can be produced with- 
** out a caufe, for when the DemiurgusXook^ 
** to what is always the fame*' (meaning 
the images of things always exifling in his 
mind) ** and making ufe of this as a pat- 
*' tern, produces into aft his idea and 
** power, every thing muft neceflarily ht 
y iinifhed in the moft perfedl manner *." 

Plato never diftinguifties the Demiurgus 
from the creator of the world, as his fol- 
lowers and the chriftian Fathers were care- 
ful to do ; and with refpedt to all the //tt- 
tnortal beings^ Plato introduces the fupreme 
Being as folemnly addreffing them, and 
calling himfelf their Demiurgus, ** Gods of 
** Gods, of whom I am the maker, and the 

* ILev yap ri od^uvalov x^P^^ ^^^ yeviffiv fl*xw. OTcoffjLtv «yo 
dififUiipy^^ 'srpo; TO koIx raJla ex^ ^^«v, asi roiitla rofi 'Spox^ih 
fisv^ 'tjapa^eiyfjuzli^ rnv i^eav )y iinfccfiiv aTTipya^slcUy uoCUn t^cofay 

itri^ H%i aTiQ\t>xi7^ai rBoa, Timseus, p. 47 7. 

^« Father 
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*• Father of the Works, which are made by 
** myfelf *," &c. 

. Much has been faid concerning the Fla^ 
tonic Logos 5 but if by this be meant a per- 
fon diftinft from the being whofe logos it 
is^ we muft not lopk for it in the writings 
of Plato himfelf, but in thofe of his fol- 
lowers. According to Plato, logos has only 
two acceptations, viz. thofe oifpeechy and 
of reafon^ fucjh as is found in man. Hav- 
ing fpoken of one logos as infirm, and land- 
ing in need of affiftance, he fays, " there is 
another logos^ the natural brother of this, 
much better, and more powerful, viz. 
** that which is written with knowledge in 
fy the mind of the learner, able to help 
** itfelf, knowing with whom to fpeak, and 
** with whom to be filent. Fhad. You 
** mean the living and animated logos of an 
•* intelligent perfon, of which that which is 
^ written may be juftly called the image +•*' 

Timxus, p. 481. 

+ 2a). Ti 3c ox^w ofafMv Xoyov thIh a^o^ov ymriw ra T^t^irm 

Y 3 f»V^; 
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This is evidently a defcription (though a 
very poor one) of reafon^ as a faculty of 
the mind, and by no means that of a perfbn, 
Plato makes the fame diftinftion in his 
^heatetus. After defining one logos to 
mean Jpeecb^ he fays of another, •* They 
** who think rightly are faid to think v}itb 
** logos y and there can be no right opinion 
** without knowledge -f-." In this paflagc 
he is defcribing a property of the mind of 
tnan^ but there can. be no doubt of his hav- 
ing the fame ide^ of the conftitution of the 
divine mind, as he no where fuppofes that 
there is, in this refpeft, any difference be- 
tween them which the chriftian Fathers 
very particularly point out. For, accord- 
ing to them, the divine logos became a 
peniianent principle, or perfon, which the 
human logos could not be. 

ciSci®- xoyov Xf^gij f wv7a hoi sij^ux,ov. Phaedrus, p. 2 1 3. 
+ 0(TQi Ti o^^cv io^ainffi 'ssavhg au% ^ccrnlai fdla \oy}i exo-Aj, 

p. 94. 

The 
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The term vti is another denomination of 
the logos^ fignifying the intelligence or wif^ 
dom of God ; but I find no perfonificatioa 
of this principle in Plato. One of his de- 
finitions of it is the following, ^' n^^ is 
^* either the fame thing with truth, or ex** 
*' cecdingly like to it *•'* .This is far front 
being an accurate definition ; but there is 
by no means any perfonification in it, an4 
Plato makes no diflTerence between the mind 
of man, and that of God in this refped:. 

The things to which there is the greateft 
appearance of Plato giving a pernoanent 
exigence, as origw^l principles of things^ arc 
the ideas in the divine mind, from which was 
formed the exemplar^ or pattern of the vifibie 
world. But if all that he has advanced on 
this fubjed: (with refped: to which his 
own ideas were far from being clear) be 
attended to, it will be perceived, that by 
ideas he meant what we may call, the fle^ 
ments, or rather the objedls^ of real knowledge^ 
of which the minds of philofcphers, as well 
as the divine mind, were poffcfled. But by 

%v. FhilebuSj p, j 75. 

Y 4 ideas 
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ideas he did not mean what we now do by 
that term^ viz. the image left in the mind 

by the impreflion .of external objefts* • • 
• ** li underjlandingy and right opinion^** he 
,fays, ** be two fpecies of things, there mufl 
•** be things that are Aot perceived by our 
** fenfes, but by the underftanding only*/* 
Then, aflerting that underfianding and right 
opinion are two fpecies of things, he fays, 
that *' of one of thefe ('meaning right opi* 
** nion) all men -are capable; but of the 
** former, viz. vttf, or underjlanding, only the 
** gods, and a few men are' capable." Ad- 
mitting this diftindion, he fays, ** it will 
** follow that there muft be a fpecies of 
** things" (meaning no doubt, his ideas) 
^* not fubjedt to generation or deftrudlion, 
*^ receiving nothing from without, nor ever 
** leaving their feat to go to any thing that 
** is without, and which the underllanding 
** alone can look into+,'* 

la raJl(x aaiMj^rUji t/p nfjuuvy «5>?, vonfjLsva fxcvov. I'imaeus, p. 485. 

ie yev®- p^axy ti. Talcav h ^u sxovlciiv, OfjLO^^Cfrilew fjLiv tcvM to 
mla, aiPia f;c^ "f^", ayewnlov xcu avuM^^ov ah «s ^0 Bia i^xp- 

fJLSVZV 
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Ariftotle, in his animadverfions on the 
ideas of Plato, gives the fame account of 
the •origin of this hypothefis, but he ex- 
plains it more intelligibly. " The doc* 
** trine of ideas," he fays, " was advanced 
** by thofe who were convinced by the 
** reafoning of Heraclitus, that all fenfible 
** things are' always flowing" (or changing) 
^* fo that if there be any fuch thing as real 
** knowledge" (which was fuppofed to re- 
quire a fixed objed) ** there muft be things 
•* of a differeat nature from thofe that are 
" the objeds of our fenfes* They muft be 
** fixed, for there can be no proper know- 
*^ ledge of things that are flowing*," 

Such were the wretched metaphyfics, 
tmdeferving of any confutation at this day, 
on which this fublime doctrine of ideas was 
founded. 

fuvov oOWi a»j&t9^ iijsaylo ug oXXoxof toy, aofolov re mm oD^^gotati* 
<r9>rrov «7o, 3ti wmri; bp^x^i zmffnoTtm. Timaeus. p. 485* 
' * ^w^r\ 3e 'STEft Tfijv £i3ftrv ^0^ Toi; tiltwiv^ 3kz TO 'mt crtifou vepi 
TD$ a^vi^iag roi; H^ox^f i7iOt( Xoyoi^, vg tsavlm eu ' >iW obi ptoiiav • 
«; T£ f i^£p £Wir»j/Aii Tifog f nv jcj ^pomit;^ tli^ag rivag ietv ^uo'sig eivai 
maoa rag cu^^agp fwnsffOi' s yap eivcu ruv ^cvluv €^tmfja/pf% 

Mctaphyfica, fib. 12. cap. 4. Opera, vol. 2. p. 749. 

To 
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To this J5!^em of ideaSf exifting -in the 
divine xnind^ Plato eifewhere gives the 
name of the invifibU and intelligible world i 
and he is here contrafling it with the vifiiU 
'worlds of which it was the type^ or pattern; 
faying, '' there is a fecond, fimilar to this^ 
" and bearing the fame name" (viz. that of 
world K^t*.^^ which means the whole vifible 
fyftem, and not this earth in particular) 
*^ that is perceived by the fcnfes, generated^ 
^' always in motion^ in fome place, fabjefi; 
^' alfo to deflruction, and apprehended by 
** opinion *" (which he makes to be a dif- 
ferent thing from underjianding) *' and the 
^^ fenfesJ' Then, after having fpoken of 
thefe two principles, the vifible and invi- 
fible worlds, he fpeaks of a third things 
*' which aifords place for every thing, and 
** is not fubjedt to corruption ; a thing that 
** is to be conceived without being felt, 
** and not eafily to be underftood*|-/* By 

3b|»j fAs! aia^na-eag 's^tpi'Kn'nlav. Ibid. 

+ T^iiov 3)e au y£v©", ov to yap x^p^ ^^ f^p^ ^ '^p^W' 

aTrlov ?^t(TiJM Tw vo^a yuyyi^ mrav; TioUBUS, p. 485. 

1 this 
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this he can mean nothing but cither jpace^ 
or, if hifr meaning may be explained by 
Timaeus Locrus, his maftcr, or Proclus hi^ 
commentator, primeval matter^ from which 

^11 things were made. 

• 

The latter, explaining this pafTage in the 
writings of Plato, fays, that ** he calls the 
♦* TO OF the father, and matter the mother 
•* and nurfe of the creation *• 

Plato diftinguiftiQS thefe three things more 
diftinftly in the following manner: ** There 
♦** are three things to be diftingiiifhed ; the 
•* thing produced, that in which it is pro- 
♦* duced, and that from which it was pro- 
** duced, and from which it took its like- 
^^ nefs. To ufe a comparifon, we may call 
** that which receives the mother, that from 
^^ which it was derived xkit father , and the 
^* offspring between them is nature +." 

If there be a proper Platonic trinity (and 
all the ancients feem to have been fond 

* ILxi *yap Viu TO fCEv ov 'SfalspeCy nw h i/k/^ /ArUtfa^ i^ TiBitm 
tTTovcfiaisi Tr,g ymju);. In Platonem, lib. !• cap. 20. p. 69. 

t Ev 3k sv T« 'srapovit Xf^ 7^^ JiavonSuwu Tpnluy to fisv yirfto* 
favov^ rohtv a ytyvelM^ ro h oSev afofjumtfjLSVov, ^vslau to yiyvofxsvw • 
Km 3e j^ m^anMOffou vpmuy to/a£v iexofASvov fMiilptj to h cSof vaijpc, 
Tn9 h (lilst^if rtiluy fycn tyyovot nrffou rs. Ibid. 

of 



« 



23 2 I^oSlrines Book I. 

of the number three) ' the three things^ or 
principles above-mentioned, feem to be more 
diftindly marked than any other ternary in 
the writings of Plato, .viz. the divine intel* 
ledt, or fyftem of ideas, here called the fit-* 
ther, the vifible ^orld the child, and matter 
the mother. But this is . far from being a 

• 

trinity of perfons in the Divine Being. 
Primeval matter he afterwards charaderizes 
in a more difFufe and figurative manner, fay- 
ing, that " it is the receptacle of the univerfc, 
•* neither earth, nor fire, nor water, nor ^ny 
•* thing made out of them, or of which 
** they are niade, but containing all things ; 
*^ which is, in an inexplicable manner, ca- 
** pable of an intelligible nature, not to be 
*^ comprehended by itfelf *." 

There are two paffages in the works of 
Plato from which Cyril of Alexandria -j* 
pretends to prove that ** the Greeks ex- 
•* tended the divine nature to three hy- 

* Ato Tw T» yEyovolo; opalii^ xj 'SJavlu; aia^i fiijlspa rt i«ro3bx»n'i 
prre tw, /xnre aipa^ iMue zsvp^ fxrie u^up >^0(jLtv^ fjufli oaa or 

^^X^ 5 ' fJi'BTcOiaf/^aviiv JV ciTropcolala 'zdj th vo>rr», xj 'JjcraXwTOTaTOf 
cujTO >s£yovrei^ » ^iuo-oiMsOa. Timaeus, p. 485. 
+ Con. Jul. lib. 8. Julian!, Opera, vol.2, p. 271. 

*^ poftafes, 
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** poftafes, and that God had a logos.'* The 

firil is from the Epinomis i but this appears 

to me to be little to his.purpofe. For, ia 

that place, Plato, having fpoken of the 

heavenly bodies performing their revolutions 

about this viiible wrorld, fays, . /' wrhich the 

•* moft divine logos has eftabliflied ♦." This 

is nothing more than if he had faid, the 

divine power\ or the divine being himfelf, 

made the wbrld. 

• ■ 

The other paffage is a very obfcurc one, 
at theclofe of the epiftle to Herpiias, Eraf- 
4us, and Corifcus, in which mentioq is 
made of " God the governor of all things/' 
and alfo of his Father ; but as no explana* 
tion is added, his meaning is not eafily dif- 
covered. Writing to the three perfons 
above-mentioned, and' expreffing his wifh 
that their friendfhip might remain unalter- 
able, he .advifcs them, among other, me- 
thods, to take a joint oath, ** by God the 
*' governor of all things that are, and that 
^* are to come, and the Lord the Father of 

* Kocfiov ov e7a|i hoy®' » vaflav Sf^U?^ opoSo¥. Opera, 
p* 702. 

** the 
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** the governor, aAd of the caufe, whom, if 
** wc truly philofophize, wc fliall all know, 
^* as far as happy men can attain to*. 

If the conftruftioE^ cf the Greek be at* 
tended to, we fliall fee that fuch a diflinc- 
tion is not made between the governor and 
the Father as we fhould have cxpcfted, if 
they had been diftindl perfons. It will be 
fecn that a perfon being his own father oc- 
curs in the writings of the later PlatonLfts, 
and the conclufion of this pafTage fpeaks of 
no more than one perfon. 

But though Plato himfelf did not pro« 
ceed fo far as to perfon ify the ideas, or any 
thing elfe belonging to the divine mind, it 
may eafily be conceived how this might 
come to be done by his followers, efpecially 
from their calling thefe ideaT, the caufes, as 
w^ell as principles of things. Diogenes La- 
ertius, in his life of Plato, fays, that he 
made the terms idea^ form^ kind, pattefn, 
principle, and canfe (as, I think, his words 

are 
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arc moil naturally rendered into Engliih) to 
be fynonymous ♦. •• Ideas, he fuppofed to 
*' be caufes^ and principles^ of things being 
•' naturally what they are-f-," It alfo ap- 
pears from Ariftotle, that ideas were ufually 
called the caufes of things ; and the notion 
of a caufe^ and that of a proper author or 
perfon, are nearly allied. It being a favou- 
rite principle with the ancients, that the di«* 
vine mind was immoveable, and therefore 
could not go forth to the work of creation, 
but that fomething elfe mufl: do this ; this fe- 
cond principle feems to have been perfoniHed 
for this.purpofe. But this was not done by 
Plato ; for he made ideas to be as immove- 
able as the divine mind itfelf. In the af- 
feded myfteriouS' way of cxprefling himfelf, 
which he firequeiitly adopted, he fays, that 
^^ idea** (for b^ foxnetimes ufed this term in 
l^e fingular,«ftnd Sometimes in the plural 
• number) •* neither moves nor remains ;" 

Ofx^i ^ A*^* Vita Platonis, p. 225* 

"t* Tflc^ik i9ka^ vfircOeu eukoi too;, i^ ot^Xfl^y '^ roiauX cum ra 
f^ira cvn^fSla 9ta7np ern avia* Ibid, p. 232. 

meaning. 
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meaning, perhaps, that it had no relation to 
fpace, and that ** it is both oneznd many^.** 

The chriftian Fathers have called the ie- 
cond principle, or logos, the Son, and the 
Supreme Being himfelf the Father; but in 
the fyftem of Plato, xh^fun has the appella* 
tion of €x>&F^, or the offspring of the Deity; 
apd in one place the whole univcrfe is called 
his only begotten Son. *• The Sun," he fays-f:, 
^f he created analogous to himfelf; for he 
** himfelf in the intellectual world bears 
^* the fame relation to the mind,, and the 
** things perceived by the mind, *that the 
** fun in the vjfible world bears to-.tlie eye^ 
** and the objefts perceived by the eye.'* 

His explanation of this analogy difcovers 
much confulion in his ideas 6n thc.fubjeft. 
•* As the fun," he fays,' ^*. gives the eye a 
•* power of feeing, and- the iobje.ds a p6\yer 
** of being fcefi^; fo that wl^ich gives, truth 

* Koi T>jv jJsav,. ouls movfjtsvcv, ovk fisyoV j^ towto, jcI cy,. ;^ 
•aroX^jt. [hi', p. 2^,' • ... 

t Toulcv Tcjwv, nv y ry«, ^avcu AtE^rypivToy m ayaBa cxyowv, cr 
T ayaSov syEwracv avci^^/ov zourr», 0, TiTrtp.aulaiy ra yc»j7ca ronu voc^ 

De Rep. lib. vi. p. 433t 

'' to 



Chap. VI. of Plato. 337 

** to things that are known, and power'* 
(that is, of knowing) ** to him that know8» 
** is the idea of the good'* (or of God) ** bc- 
" ing the caufe of knowledge and of truth, 
** as perceived by the mind*." 

Plotinus has the fame idea, viz. that the 
good is both the caufe of beings and of its ap^ 
pearing to be-, juft ay'the fun is both the 
caufe of fenfible things, and alfo of their 
being perceived by the fenfes, though itfelf 
be neither fight nor fenfible things "f*. 

Plato alfo fays, that ^^ as light and vifion 
** refembie the fun, but are not the fun, fo 
^* knowledge and truth refembie the good, 
** but are not th^-'good; the' good itfelf 
" being fomcthing more venerable J." Here 
it i^ pbicrvable,* that, he makes the good, and 

yiyw<fJwv7i Try iuvafiv c^c$^i'fm.w oya^iiiif foBi iivai^ culta9 
y*i7nm^ fsS-arj ilj'aj^ifiSeia;, ■ «f jf^iwlwfCCTiirt*^ ^ wL ^^ Rep. 
lib. yi p. 433. : /. ";'^ ^ * •• 

t Aia Tjffe y/twwv ityelcu Ttjf kctmij o^^m t^ th opaadaia^culioi 
• ixsivog uvau . a<p;r£p 3e o tjAxo^ th ofcur^M tci^ cu^otg «} to ytn^hou ac« 

;^ u -n* flpy»S« <pv7ig atlia uffiag x) w. En. 6. lib. 7. cap. 1 6^ 
p. 709. 

Vol. I. Z i^yi 
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the idea of the good to be (ynonymous. Thi?, 
I hope, may ferve as a fpccimen of the me- 
taphyseal acumen of Plato, and indeed of 
the ancients in general. 

This comparifon of the divine Being, and 
his influence in the moral world, to the fun 
and his rays in the natural world, which 
Plato did not purfue to any great length, 
being taken up and carried on by Philo, and 
the chritlian Fathers, contributed greatly to 
the formation of the dodtrinc of the chrif- 
tian trinity. According to the philofophy 
of the ancients, rays of light were ibmething 
emitted by the fun, but ftill belonging to 
him, and never properly fcparated from 
him ; but after being emitted in the day, 
were drawn into their fource at night. As 
by thcfc rays objedls become vifible, fo that 
tlicy fcrvc as a medium of communication 
between the eye and the vifible objeft, in 
like manner Plato muft have fuppofed that 
the medium by which the mind diftinguifhes 
intellectual objed;s was a divine influence, or 
fomething emitted from the Deity, and 

//.;..;.,' i^uiiicv rm aya^n jf.v. Dc Rep. lib. G. p. 4.33. 

drawn 
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drawn into him again at pleafure; and by 
making the mind^ or underjiandlng^ to be one 
thing, and the foul itfelf another, he gave 
a further handle for the hypothefis of a di-^ 
vine efflux diflferent from the divine Being 
himfelf. This <f^u therefore, fynonymous to^ 
logos^ was afterwards fuppofed to be that 
principle which was occafionally emitted 
from the divine Being whenever any thing 
external to him was to be produced, himfelf 
being fuppofed to be immoveable. 

The chriftian dod:rine of the trinity was^ 
moreover, brought forward by another max- 
im, which I do not find in Plato himfelf^ 
but which was uriderftood to be his doc- 
trine^ fince it appears in the works of Ju-* 
lian, who was a great admirer of Plato* It 
is that, with refpis(ft to the Deity, there is 
no difference between powers^ or properties^ 
and ejfence^ ^' Whate\^er," he fays*, '' h^s 
** been faid concerning the divine eflence, 

fAS^tv 'VPO<nvuiv v^o>m^fo)f, a yap a}^fMSV£riv HJia^ta^ iuvofxi^ h 
coo^ • iLt vn ^My Tfiim z:jLfa rcxvla mpyeia • ^avla yx^ a'Tttp $'s?^lou^ 

Toula fn, J^ 3wfl3«, ^ tvtfyu. Juliani Op. tgm. i. Orat. iv. 
p. 142. 

Z a It muft 
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** tnuft be underftood of his powers ; fof 
'• the ejfence of God is not one thing, and 
** his power another, nor indeed is his energy 
*♦ a third. For whatever he wiltsy that r>, 
" and alfo has power, and energy." Again, 
he fays*, •• When we would explain the 
** tjfence of God, we muft be underftood to 
** lay the fame concerning his power and 
♦* energy^ for they are fynonymous. For 
'* whatever we fay concerning his power and 
** energy y they are not to be confidered as 
** works^ but as effente.'* 

Plato^ therefore, having fpoken of r«f, or /<?- 
gos, as a thing diftincft from the Divine Being 
himfelf, as a power ^ or property, belonging 
to him, and all divine powers and proper- 
ties htmgfuhjiance, a fubjlaniial perjon was 
eaiiJy made of this divine power. So mifc- 
rably have men bewildered themfelves for 
want of proper diftinilions, and a true ufe 
of words. Such metaphyfics as thefe of 

* Tlpcolov 8V fxraTTto tfafitv, ttjv aa^ap au% mo^arifiTou fiot/KifJxvoi^ 

tv roi^ roiiiloi^ o Xoyo^ boiksv avlirptfeiy . oo'a ^ "Sfepi rw iyvofuon eaUa 
^ mpyeiav seeing cntovnyLEv, ratHa ok tfym fuvot^ o^^a «} no'iiar vofw 
stov. Ibid. 143. 

the 
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the ancients^ excite a fmile of contempt in 
lis, who have been better inftrufted ,by the 
happier figacity of Locke, and others of the 
moderns. We think it wretched trifling; 
but, alas, ha nugajeria ducunt. Hence arofe 
the doftrjne of the trinity ^ and from this 
dodlrine infinite confufipii i^ the phriftian 
fyftem. 

As the world y meaniag the univerfe^ or 
the Jbu/ of the worlds is commonly reckonetj 
the third principle in the Platonic trinity, I 
/ball confider what Plato*? own ideas of it 
were ; that it may be feen whether it has 
any correfpondence to the hQly Spirit^ the 
third principle in the chriftiau trinjity, Ac- 
cording to Plato, the world was made by 
God, out of pre-exiftent matter, and aS; acr 
cording to his general fyftem, every body has 
9 fouly the univerfe was alfo provided with 
one. But as the vifibls body of the uni- 
verfe was modified by the fuprenie Beings 
. jt ihould feem that the foul of the univerfe 
did likewife receive fome modification fronj 
him ; but with refpedl to this circumftance^ 
he has not been fufficiently explicit. Th? 
univerfe^ hpw^ver^ when compleated^ w^a$ 

Z3 by. 
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by Plato ftUed a God^ and the only begotten 
Son of the fupreme God. 

Having fpoken of God as effentially 
^' good, and the parent of nothing but 
^^ what was good and excellent ; and as 
*^ nothing could be excellent without in- 
*^ telligcnce, nor intelligent without a foul ; 
^* for this reafon,*' he fays, " he gave a 
*^ mind to the foul, and a foul to the 
f* body, and fo conftituted the whole world 
5* after thefe, the ipoft pcrfedt and excellent 
f' in nature. So that we may juftly fay, 
♦^ that the world is, through the providence 
'^ of God, a living creature, that it has a 
^' foul, and reafon*." '* That this living 
*' creature might be like the moft perfect liv- 
*' ing creature, he did not make two, or more 
♦^ of them y but this o?2e only begotten heaven' 
(meaning, probably, the whole fyftem, in- 

"•■ 0r/./;j OS. ouf ry^ yT erf toj apira Sjsav a,»^ isy.nv to xcO^rcv, 
y^oyia-aixn'Qr av EUficxEv^ sx rav xala ^vjiv opaluv, xJsv avorjloV'i m vnv 
e;(;cv^©", cTsOV ohn xoMiCV idsa^ai 'ss6( scyov, vav oe av xw^ij ^^toC^y 
(pi^ivc3cv rsctpxyivza'^M rw. Aia J>i tov Xjrytr/zov tcvJc. wiv fjzv 5e >|'WX'»i 
xi'vyjiw Cc IV (Tcofjiah cruviragy to 'zsav ^uvsTTSKlMveloy o^u^ cli xa>^rc9 
tin Kocla TO 's^apaSsiyfjux apircy te Bpycy aTTSpyaafisvog . »?wj w 3»j xala 
}^oyov Toy Euiola iei Taysiv^ rovJe tov ho7(A£v ^uov sfi^vx^^ ^*'*w '^^» ''^ 
Ci^rfiiia, Jwt Tw T» ^fB yivea^ai 'ZJpovoiav. Timaeus, p. 477. 

fluding 
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eluding the fun, moon, and ftars) *^ which 
" has been, is, and will be*/* 

Then, fpeaking of the conftituent parts of 
the world, earth, air, fire, and water, he fays, 
'* he left nothing out of it, with this view, 
** that it nlight be a whole and perfedt liv- 
** ing creature, confiding of perfed: parts, 
** and moreover one^ there being nothing 
•* left out of which another could be made, 
'* and not fubjedl to old age or difeafef." 
He then fpeaks of it as made in a perfedly 
fpherical form. But his reafons for this 
are as little to the purpofe as thofe which I 
have hcrQ given relating to its other pro- 
perties. 

From this it (hould fcem that, according 
to Plato, the matter out of which the world 
was made, was not created by God, but 
found by him, having been from eternity, 

vo^ yryovwj. en rg -^ s^sIm. Ibid. 

£M yap 'mupo; nsavlo^^ u^cSoi re )^ cupo^j *J yn^ auvenvTtv aulov o li^vi- 
fog . fxioo; H^ £v aievo^ «Je iwayuv tlojSev aTTO^i^rwv . toJe oiavovi^i^ 
'sr^colov fjiiv iva o^ov oli fictXira (aov teXcov sjt TST^cavrcw/Ji^puv nri . w^j 
3e T87oij £v, dis «x vTTohs^JBifAfAivw ^ «y fl^^o TOtt/T av ytvoPo^ I'i- 

msus, p. 478. 

Z 4 co-exiftent 
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co-exiftcnt with himfelf : but as be elfe- 
wherc obfervcs *, ** in a confufed diforderly 
•* ftate." Juftin Martyr fays, that he fup- 
pofed matter to have been uncreated •!•. 

According to Athanafius, Plato fuppofed 
matter to be fclf-exiftent. For he re- 
proaches him with the weaknefs of his 
God, as not being able to produce any 
thing, unlefs he had matter to work upon ; 
jud as a carpenter is unable to make any 
thing till he be fupplied with wood J, 

Theodoret indeed fays, that, according 
to Plato, God made matter, which was co- 
eternal with him§. But in this he muft 
have been miflakcn. 

* Alaxlug^ £ig ra^iv auio rryaysv « rn^ dlaiioti, Timaeus, p« 4 7 7 • 

•)■ Awt Ts7o yap }^ ayzmjicv tw i/Xw {piasv fnw. Ad Graecos, 
p. 19. 

J Aa^oi Je, £v oig en xj ixiya^ tsctp Ex^w* Il^a'wv, %h mpHTro* 
TUiiJLtvr)^ K} aytv^a Vhr.; "mETTOirvtivai tov Seov ra cXa: ^iiryisvrai . iir, xr 
yap ^vyaff^ai ri "csoiY^UM rev Sfov, it fjoi) zipa^vteilo n vXn • vfTTfp *J 
TCi) TiJcTovi 'mpHToxsKT^ai ?£! TO |y^ov, iva xj tpyoffoff^ou iwr^ . J« 
KTOCi ?£ Ta7o T^yovle^^ oli atr^svuav 'SJiptli^saai t« ^sa ' u yap nx tn 
TY,; v>^g auio^ aCiiog^ a>^ £$ uTTOKiiiJimi^ i/Xjj5 voibi ra cv7a, aff^tvr^ 
tupKnulaty fM) ^jjvaiJLivoi aviu tuj v7,r,g spyaaaa^ai ri rm ytwfisvav, 
De Incarnatione, Opera, vol. i. p. 54. 

§ Tw yap ctloTTojlciiw^ IIWwvoj pia avix^a^at^ )y eulua nsf tOJti 
TOV Sfoy P^yovrof, *J (t/wwJicv t« ^m np v>^ airoicaXiiAiy «) toj 
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The world being rnade^ Plato fpeaks of a 
foul being given to it. But as his proof 
of the heavenly bodies having fouls is the 
regularity of their motions^ it is poflible 
that he njight confider matter, before it was 
reduced into order, as having been without 
a foul ; and though he fpeaks of the foul of 
the world as having exifted before the body, 
it is poffible, that by body^ he might not . 
mean mere matter^ but matter reduced into 
order, and formed into a regular univerfe, 
** He," (viz. God) he fays*, ** gave a foul, 
" which by its origin and power, is prior 
*' to, and older than the body, as its gover- 
** nefs and diredtrix/' He then proceeds to 
give an account of the effential parts and 
principles of this foul of the univerfe ; but 
I have no occafion to follow him fo far* 

One reafon, however, why it may be 
doubted whether the foul of the v/orld was 

iJcaj tK T» Sw ly |w Ta ^la faaxovlo; zsvai • tcv oe th Sfo Xoycv^ 
jt^ TO 'Sfccvaytov wnvyux fiv ^sni^Eo-^M^ jy ac th Sw f woi, j^ iuv r0 
Bsu avM. Graecae Affediones. Difp. 2. Opera, vol iv. p. 
757. Ed. Halae. 

* O 3e xj yeviiTEi )^ afSr^^ tspolt^ xj ^pEj^ulEpstv xj/vxw (TtoiicSo^ 
fig 3(W7ro7ty )^ afiaa-av opicfAivii (ruytrriJcSo, Timseus, p. 478. 

fuppofed 
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fuppofed by Plato to be given it by God, is, 
that in one paffage of his writings, he fup- 
pofes that there were more of thefe fouls 
than one. Having defined foul to be the 
caufe of felf motion, in anfwer to the queftion, 
whether there was only one foul in the uni- 
verfe, he anfwers, *' more than one, two at 
^* leaft, oqe benevolent, and the other of a 
•* contrary difpofition *." Now, according 
to Plato, nothing evil was made by the Su- 
preme Being himfelf; and therefore, it 
Ihould feem that this malevolent foul, or 
principle, in nature, muft have had fomc 
other origin ^ and, perhaps, have been co- 
exiftcnt with matter, though Tubject to the 
controul of the fapreme and good Being. 

It was allowed that there was fomcthing 
divine in the fouls of men, which Clemens 
Alexandrinus calls the i^r, rhat wa.^ in it, 
which he fays the Platonifts made to be an 
cmaniuion from the DLityt* It is proba- 
l^Ie, therefore, that Plato might fuppofe the 

• * Jl^'jc:v f/.z'j 7i7r>i, s}^t%v [jly^zv tl^x/jlsv, y^xp t£ £'jspyfiiy^, xj T£ 
Tcv^J^ict oir.-ci/xsvT]; icjpyai(X(j>jai. Dc Leg. lib, x. p. 6o8. 
t O: ftev aaf i W'halaivof. vaV (jleV eif xj^i/xyj ^iia; fxoiccc; a7rzcf>0iJL9 

uTTJij^X'*'^^' r-yjy ^' -" ^'-^'y-^^'i Jialcvu^iijip. Strom. 5. p. 590. 

proper 
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proper 4yx» i^ the foul of the world to be 
eifential to matter^ and that God imparted 
the rtf^* 

That God is good, and can only be the 
caufe of good, is moft exprefsly aflerted by 
Plato.—** For the evils of life," he fays,. 
** we muft feek for fome other caufe than 
** God*." According to Plato, the Supreme 
Being himfelf is not only not the author of 
evil, but even not of things that are imper- 
fedt, and fubjedl to decay and death. How- 
ever, fincc it was proper, in order to com- 
plete the whole fyftem, that fuch things 
ihould be formed, having himfelf made the 
celeftial and immortal beings 5 that is, the 
heavenly bodies (to each of which he afligns 
a foul) Plato introduces the Divine Being 
as folemnly addreffing himfelf to them, and 
giving them dired:ions for the production 
of fuch creatures as he could not make him- 
felf (fince, then, they would neceflarily 
have been immortal) viz. man and all ter* 
jreflrial animals. Timaeus, p. 481. 

^ep. lib. ii. p. 390. 

Thii 
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This univerfe, created as it was, Plato 
fpeaks of as a divinity^ and in the higheft 
ftile ; ufing the following remarkable ex- 
prcffions at the clofe of his Timaeus : •* This 
** univerfe, comprehending mortal and im-» 
^' mortal beings, and complete, being a vi- 
** fible living creature, containing vifible 
*^ things, the image of the intelligible" 
i(that is, the invifible world of ideas) ** is 
*' the greateft and beft vifible God, the 
** faireft, and the moft perfect ; this one 
*' heaven" (viz. fyftem) ** being the only 
** begotten *." On this principle it was, 
that Plato, and the other heathen philofo- 
phers, vindicated the fyftem of polytheifmj 
fuppofing that one fupreme God made a 
number of fubordinate beings, each of thennt 
in veiled with a limited jurifdidion, fo as to 
be confidered as gods. 

That matter was the fource of all evil 
was the dodrrine of all the Platonifts, a§ 
well as of the oriental philofophers. Plo- 

i xj otfHro^^ Ka>^Xirci t£ >tj nT^oPidlo^. £i; apavo^ d^e^fMVoyspn^ «*'. Ti- 

maeus, p. 501. 

2 tinus 
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tinus fays, that ** matter is abfolutely evil, 
•• having no portion of good in it *." 

Thus I have given the bcft view that I 
have been able to colleft of every thing that 
can be fuppofed to conftitute the trinity of 
Plato^ from his own writings, without find- 
ing in them any refemblance to the chriftian 
trinity, or indeed any proper perfbnification 
of the divine logos, which has been made 
the fecond perfon in it. 

I have particularly examined what the 
learned Dr. Cudworth, and others, have 
advanced oft this dark fubjecft, without fee- 
ing their conclufions properly fupported. 
To fhew on how flight foundations fuch 
writers as he (who certainly did not mean 
to deceive) can advance fuch things a& he 
does, and how far their imagination and 
bypothefis can impofe upon them, I fhall 
lay before my readers two of his afTertions 
on this fubjeft. 

He fays t, " I^ ^is fecond cpiftlc to Dio- 
** nyfius, he'' (Plato) ** does mention a tri* 

En. I. lib. 8. (cSL 5. p. 75. 
t Intene&tud Syftem, lib. 1. cap. i. p. 407. 
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** nity of divine hypoftafes all together."-. 
From this, one would expedt at leaft fome- 
thing like the Athanafian dodrine oi three 
perfons in one God. But all that I can learn 
from Plato in this epiftle is as. follows: 
Sending his letter to a great diftance, and 
apprehenfive of the poffibility of its not 
reaching the perfon to whom it was ad- 
dreffed, he fays, that he had written fo ob- 
fcurely, that only Dionyfius himfelf could 
underftand it. *' All things are about the 
** king of all, and all things are, for the fake 
*' of him, and he is the author of every 
*' thing that is fair and good ; but the fe- 
^' cond about the fccond, and the third 
*' about the third. The mind of man may 
*' llrctch itfelf to learn what thefe things 
*' are, looking at thofe which refemble 
" them, of which none do it fufficiently; 
•' but with rcfpeft to the king, and the 
*' things of which I fpeak, there is nothing 
" like them */' 

fSjFpi TO, r^ila . n av av9y.j^iya %^i^%»i, 'zsEpi aula opeyflM^ fxaBa 'sa 
aria £ri gAf^racra n; ts. avk; c-uyye-.ny uv i:hf txov'w? sXi^i . ra h ^oiri- 
Afi;? "ST^pi^ y^ «/ giTToi'^ ahv iu rotalo. Epift. ad Dionyfium 2. 
p. 670. 

This 
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This is Dr. Cudworth's trinity of divine 
hypojiafesy and it is certainly as obfcure as 
any doftrine of the trinity needs to be. 
Plato himfelf, or Dionyfius, can alone ex- 
plain it to us. I imagine^ however, that, 
in this dark manner, he might refer to one 
or other of the ternaries above mentioned, 
viz. the fupreme Being, his ideas, and the 
vifible vsrorld, or the fupreme Being, the 
vifible world, and primeval matter. 

Again, the Dodtor fays, p. 406. ** in 
** other places of his'* (Plato's) ** writings, 
*' he frequently aflerts above the felf-moving 
** pfychcj an immoveable and (landing w, or 
** intelledt, which was properly the Demiur-- 
** gus, or architectonic framer of the whole 
" world." But it has appeared, that ac- 
cording to Plato, the fupreme Being hini- 
felf, whom he ftiles tJbe good, was the De^ 
miurgus with refpedt to every thing that is 
immortal and perfedl, and that not his j'»f, 
but thofc other created immortal beings, 
were the makers of man, and all other mor- 
tal and imperfed creatures. As to the many 
pajfages in the writings of Plato, which he 
fays, teach the contrary dodtrine, I can only 

fay. 
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fay, that I have not found any of them ; 
and that if there be any fuch, they muft be 
contradidted by what I have already quoted 
from him. 

In a trad: that remains of Timseus Lo- 
crus, from whom it is acknowledged that 
Plato borrowed the outlines of his fyftem, 
we perceive no trace of two intelligent 
beings, but of one only, which he calls 
God^ a being effentially good, who himfclf 
formed the world out of pre-exiftcnt mat- 
ter *. •* God/' he fays, ** being good, and 
** feeing matter capable of receiving ideas" 
(meaning, probably, the impreffions of 
ideas) '* and capable of change, but va- 
«' rioufly and irregularly, was defirous of 
** reducing it into order, .and to bring it 
** from uncertain changes to a fixed ftate, 
** that the differences of bodies might cor- 
** refpond, and not vary at random^ made 
*' the world out of the whole of matter ; 
*' giving all nature for its boundary, that it 
** might comprehend every thing within 

f Tloiv tO' ic^avoy yev^a^ouy Aoyw wny iha te a^ i/?wx, a^ o ^tog 
^hfjuapyog tw Po^no^'og. Dc Anima Mundi, in Gale's Opuf- 
cula Mythologica, p. 545; 

•* itfelf, 
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** itfelf, and be one, his only begotten, 
** a perfedt, living, rational, and fpherical 
**body*/' 

According toTimaeus ideas and nous muft 
have been fynonymous, and the fame with 
the divine being himfelf, or the proper 
furniture of his mind^ For having begun 
with faying that *• there arc two caufes of 
** all things, vias. mind ( nous ) of thofe 
** things that are according to reafon^ and ne* 
** ceffity^ 6i thofe things that are adled upoa 
*' like body* The former,*' he fays, •* was 
*• called God, being the origin of the bcft 
^* things+/' He then fays, that ** all things 

art idea, matter, and fenjible things^ their 
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* AyttOo^ vft dco(, 0^ n ralf i/xalf iixf>iAe\faa ray litopf i^ cOs^mM" 
jmcay vafloMffiiv, alaiilaf 3c, thif tira^wHav ceytp^ jy c| aopirttp 
fulaCti>alf^ $i »fia'/Ai$acit Moldirairai ' i¥' Ofjia>joyoi reu iuotpuruq rmv ^«- 
fieHw ytyinnlo, 3^ fui xat cuHofAalcf rpoTTofdixollo. rjrom^tv m top 
h Tw Moafkw c| cBkoffoi rag i/^, ofO¥ auHov xalaffXQfaiag rag ru ofhg 
fvaug^ 3bt TO vafia r oMa cv ai/7» vifitx^v. eva, fdOfoytnij nXtwp^ 
ipb^^uXOffTS x} Koymo9' (xpc^o'oira yap ra h a^ux/u '^y aCUrf» nof) 
^ o^^n^Se; vvtyta. De Anima Mundi, in Gale's Opufcula 
Mythological P- 545* 

f i%in ailiag tifjtiv row ovf/vjracflw * vooP iJUtf^ rc0v ncOoi %oyo» ytyw* 
psHjy ' a»cepuB$ }| rvn $ta Morlag iuKt^m^ rw cvficSaf . ntltw h^ 
fWfMBf^ tag TCTfodot fv^toiafASff SfOf rt Q0uiAatnfdatf ofxfiofn rut 
apruv. Jbid. p. 544. 

VoL^ L A a offspring 
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" ofFspring/' The former, viz. idea, he 
defines to be " fomething unbegotten, im- 
** moveable, and abiding, intelligible, and 
'* the pattern of things that are produced 
** and changeable*." 

Afterwards, having faid that matter is 
eternal, he fays '* there are two oppofite 
** principles^ idea^ which may be compared 
** to the male, or the father, and matter to 
" a female, or the mother, and the third/' 
he adds, '* is the offspring of thefe+," 
meaning nature^ This is in reality the 
whole of Plato's fyflem, and delivered with 
greater clearnefs than he has done it him- 
felf ; and we fee that, in effcft, it is the 
docftrine of one God, who made all things 
out of uncreated matter, from patterns of 
tilings exifting in his own mind. 

<^uJi:; ; oa7cv t£ jc) 'zzra^.-iOEiy/^ twv yE:vcciA,£vcuv, oxaaa £V fxila Q:>a 
ifn. Dc Auinu Munai^ in Gale's Opufcula Mythologica, 
P- 5t4- 

-j* 'r:xJ>xv ?£ rav v>^v cu^iov fxtv t^a. Auo uv aioe aex,aL 

vjy.vi'.M nil av to fji£v fi?c$ Xcyov sx^i a^^s^^og rr ;: ^aalpo; ' a o' v>a^ 

P- SiS- 

That 
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That Plato borrowed from Timaeus we 
fee in his copying his very phrafeology. 
For he fays that, ** the origin of the wojrld 
** is mixed, being produced from the con- 
** junction of necejjity and mind^ nous'^y 
He alfo fays ** we muft diftinguilh two 
** caufes of things, the one neceffary, the 
^' other divine -f-/' Nothing could be more 
exadtly copied. , 

^ttrourtdi^ eyiw&n* Timaeus, Opera, p. 533. Ed. Gen: 

f Aio 3*1 xf>i ^vo aSiot/i iih iio^w^M * TO fov) afoikmovi to 
9e, Sffov.Tbid. p. 542. 
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CHAP T.E R VII. 

A View of the Principles of the later Pla^ 

tonijls. 

rpHOSE who arc ufually called the /j- 
ter Plaionijisy were thofe philofopherSy 
chiefly of Alexandria, who, a little before, 
and after the commencement of the chrif- 
tian sera, adopted the general priaeiples of 
Plato, but not without incorporating with 
them thofe of other philofophers, Ho that 
theirs was not an abfolutely pure and un- 
mixed platontfm. However, in their no- 
tions concerning Gody and t\\t general fyf 
tern of things y they aimed at this, pretending 
only to interpret the meaning of Plato, and 
to reafon from his principles, though their 
refinements have only ferved to make the 
fyftem more myfterious and abfurd. 



SEC- 
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SECTION I. 

T!he Do5i fines of the later Platonijis concern-^ 

tng God and Nature. 

\I7E fee, in the writings of thefe later 
Platonifts, or may better conjecture 
from them, what was meant by the ideal or 
intelligible worlds which makes fo great a 
figure in this fyftem, and which is fome- 
times confounded with nous or logos^ the 
feat, receptacle, or place of this ideal world. 
But in their writings, the term logos^ of 
which fo much account is made in the 
works of Philo, and the philofophizing 
chriftians, does not much occur; though 
there can be no difficulty in admitting that 
it was fynortymous to nous^ or mind^ each of 
them fignifying the principle of reafon^ or 
that from which logos in its ufual accepta- 
tion, viz. that of ^^^r^, proceeds 5 every 
thing that is uttered^ being firft conceived in 
the mind, and exifting there, 

Befide the vifiile worlds which is per- 
ceived by the organs of fight, thefe philofo- 

A a 3 phers, 
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phers fuppofed that there was alfo an in^ 
'Dtfible worlds exaftly correfponding to it, 
capable of being perceived and contemp- 
lated by the mind only. And the only 
probable key to their meaning is to fup- 
pofe, that this invifible world of ideas, 
which furnifhefi a pattern for the vifible 
world (always exifting in the divine mind, 
and fometimcs confounded with it) was at 
other times confidered as a thing different 
frbm the divine being himfelf, whofe mind 
it was. 

When they confider this intelligible world 
as the fource and caiife from which the 
vifible world was derived, they fometimes 
fpeak of it as a perforin the maker, or de- 
murgus of the world; but though they 
fuppofed that there was another principle 
higher than this nous, or dej?jittrgusy they 
fcldom or never fpeak of that as of a perfon 
alfo, fo as to have the idea of two intelli- 
gent perfons at the fame time; or if they 
do, it may be prefumed to be only in a 
myltical or figurative way of fpeaking. For 
as, on fome occafions, they fpeak of their 
7iQiis^ as a vcicxzrcpoJiiGry of ideas, the placj 
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of the intelligible worlds or the intelligible 
world itfelf, and no proper perfon ; fo, on 
other occalions, they fpeak of the higheil: 
principle of all, what they call the govd, 
not as a perfon^ but a property only, fome- 
thing belonging to every thing that is di-. 
vine, to the terreftrial as well as the celeftial 
gods, and even to the foul of man itfelf. 
There was, however, enough of perfonifi- 
cation in what the Platonifts faid of the 
divine nous or logosy to give a handle to 
Philo, and the chriftian Fathers, to make a 
little more of it, as it was very convenient 
to their purpofe to do. 

That the real conceptions of the Pla- 
tonifts were not favourable to the dodtrine 
of two proper divine per Jons ^ may be inferred 
from its being fo generally faid, that Plato 
made no more than two principles of things. 
Thus Diogenes Laertius, in his life of 
Plato, fays that ^* he made two principles 
** of all things, God and matter, calling 
*' the former mind and caufe^J' And though 
Plutarch* in his view of the dodtrines of 

ayoftuu^ i^ aihw* Lib. 3. p. 22^'. 

A a 4 Socrates 
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Socrates and Plato, which \it fays, are the 
fame, fays that they held three principles 
God, matter, and idea, be makes God and 
nous to be the fame, and idea not to be s^ 
perfon, but an incorporeal fubftance in the 
mind of God*/' 

In the diifertation of Maximus Tyrius, 
one of the moft fenfible and plcafing of 
all the Platonifts, the title of which is, 
What is God according to Phto^ there is 
po account of any diftindtion between the 
good, and the nous^ but only the dodlrine 
of onp God, the king and father of all, 
and of many other inferior gods, the chil- 
dren of the fupreme, reigning with him-f-. 
The divine intellect, or nous^ he confiders 
as a power of the divine mind, and he 
compares the quicknefs of its operations to 
that of Jigbt, while thofe of the human in- 

* Hcoxpawg y\ Tb^uv [ou yap aviat 'srm 'srayJog vuHtpa 3b{a{) 

TO vTTOKH/xtv^v 'zsfijlcv ytvEasi y^ ^So^a, iJfa Je ho-ux aacjfjtahgy a 
TQiq vDYifjuzcri )ij roug ^avlaa-uu; t8 ^£« ' oh Sfoj vsj £ri m xoafis* 
De Placitis Philofophorum, lib. 1. cap. 3. Opera, vol. 2* 
p. 878. 

+ 07/ hi®- ti;y tBocSlm Sacr\}<w;y K^ 'malr.^^ >j) Swi 'sroX^oi, Sen wai- 
?£$, cuvapxovlig ^£«. Diff. I . p. 6. 

tellei^ 
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tellefl: xt(tmh\t fpeech only*j or the for-- 
mer, he fays, may be compared to the dart- 
ing of the light of the fun, and the latter 
to the motion of the fun. *• Such," fays 
he, ** does the academic angel (i, e. Plato) 
♦^ exhibit to us the Father, and the author 
^^ of all things -f-/' Here is no perfonifica-r 
tion of the nous^ or logos^ at all ; and yet \ 
doubt not, he delivered the genuine prin-^ 
ciplcs of platonifm, divcfted of myftery and 
figure. 

According to Proclus, the nous^ or reafon, 
of man, is a principle exadly fimilar to that 
of God, ** Our nous" he fays, " is fepa- 
'* rate from the good^ and wants fomething, 
^* and therefore defires pleafure, for the 
•* perfedlion of the man, but the divine 
** nous always partakes of the goody and is 
♦* united to it, and therefore is divine J/' 

* Toy im 9aov vsy t« ofoof^ rev ^e ea&fv'jnvov ru ^ryc^y • DifT. I. 

p. 12. 

f O fjLSv ^loi w; xcSa rm vapaSaXnif rn i^ vafia sfopa rcvtvrn 

ym rovcv cAfoa^^ o Jk oo&fcmv®' naSa ttiv vofsiav caHa a^^o7f 
al^Oia. Ta jjufin th oXh vrnTTOfsuofisinSn Talcv fjiiv^ o ii aKcAiiJuag 
TifW arffth®" %Wf traltfci ^ ytvnhnv m cv/iaafl®'. Ibid. p. 12. 

jxIq ^ 'sm )^ vk vSbi^ hOoi vfo$ tyiv rtKsiolnla m% avB^uTrivn» . 

h 
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As to the ttvtnfecond God, it is generally 
applied to nature by the later Platonifts, as 
well as by Plato himfelf. Thus Plotinus 
fays, *' Nature itfelf is a god, and a fecond 
** god, (hewing himfelf before the other God 
«* is feen*." Yet Numenius called the firft 
of the three principles, or gods, the ** Fa- 
•* ther, the fecond of them the maker, and 
*' the third the work, or the thing madef-" 

In Plato we found that the fupreme God, 
ibe goody ftiled himfelf the Demiurgus with 
refpeft to the celeftial and eternal beings, 
and appointed them to be the makers of all 
things that were fubjedt to deftrudlion and 
death. But as the fupreme Being muft 
have produced every thing by the exertion 
of h s mind, or JiotiSy and as it were from 
his Jlcrehoufe of kis ideas^ it was natural 
enough for the later Platonifts to fall into 
the habit of calling this nous the Demiurgus^ 
as it is done by Plotinus, who fays, ** The 

ha:: ;r;v In Platonem, lib. 2. cap. 4. p. 92. 

* \\jii Seo; aS\y\ n ^udi^ . '^ ^£0f hulspog^ nJc^'pMV^tiV tcxuki9^ *sa^ 
c;c:v nctivz'j. En. 5. lib, 5. cap. 3. p. 522. 

-f Cudvyorih, b. i. cap. 4. p. 552. 
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^f nous is the Demiurgus^ who makes the 
'* foul, and the nous being a c^«/>, he (Plato) 
** calls the Father, the good, being fome- 
*^ thing above the nouSy and above ejjcnce. 
** He alfo often calls being and ;z(9z^x, /V^^ ; 
** fo that Plato acknowledged that nous or 
** idea was from /^^ ^^0^, and ihQ foul from 
^* the nousy and that this account of things 
^* is not new, but though formerly given, 
** was not well unfolded; and that the mo^ 
*' dern accounts are explanatory of them *•" 
By foul in this place, Plotinus probably 
underftood the foul of the univerfe, or per- 
haps foul in general, which he fuppofed to 
be, in all cafes, of the fame nature ; and 
with the Platonifts this was always con- 
fidered as a principle inferior to ?ious. Thus 
Jamblichus fays, " Nous is the governor 
** and king of all, being the demiurgic art 
^' of the whole. It is always with the 

xoaSYipi Bfiiivoj . T« aSiH 0£ yn cvJcg tzaiips, ^.ai rayaSrcv, /^ to VTitJUwa. 
ton "vsy^ctimci iioivou ix (jLtv TayaBa rov vkv, zyiv lozccy ' vii^Bm va, mo 
fASv etpiAMfjLn avaTreTrlafjttvag tsj h vuv T^/ngsirryrilag vuivavysycviVM. 

En. 5. lib, I. cap. 8. p. 489. 

•^ gods. 
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*' gods, without impcrfcdion, and without 
** defedt, confifting of itfelf in one fingle 
** operation ; whereas the foul partakes of 
*' nous^ but only in part, and multiforai« 
^* looking to the dirc^or of the whole*/' 
In this paflage, however, it is pretty evi- 
dent, that the writer did not confidcr nous 
as an intelligent pcrfon, diftindl from the 
fupreme being, but his own proper wifdom 
and power, and very different from what the 
chnftian logos came to be* 

As the Platonifts confounded the nous 
with the fupreme being, whofe nous it was, 
fo they likewife confounded this nous with 
the ideas belonging to it. Plotinus, after 
obferving that the mind, or nous^ perceives 
the, ideas that are in it, confiders whether 
thefe ideas be the nous itfelf, or fomething 
different from it 3 and concludes with fay- 
ing, that ** they may be confidered in both 
** lights, diflinguifhable only in the con- 

Iffj, Tojj fjL£v ^::i; aa-aulcii^ asi "sjapiri^ teXeu; k^ avsv^sa^^ Kjila fjuxf 

«-c^i/n5»C, eij Tw T» 0)^ T£ Wj^^raa-iav on>x9ro'?>S7rc{l^. Sect. !• 
cap. 8. p. 12. 

*' ceptioa 
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** ccption of them 5 fo that the nous and the 
•* things perceived by it, may be the fame, 
•* as really exifting, for it does not perceive 
^' altogether in another, but in itfelf, on 
** account of its having the thing perceived 
** in itfelf. Or there is no reafon why the 
*^ thing perceived may. not be the nous^ con- 
'* fidered in a ftate of fixity, unity, and 
^' quiet ♦/' In another place, fpeaking of 
the mind and its conceptions, he fays, ** The 
*^ nous is at the fame time all things ^ but 
V not altogether : but each has its feparate 
** power ; for all nous comprehends ideas as 
*' a genus, and as the whole comprehends 
*' the parts -f*." According to this view of 
things, it fhould feem that the nous wasF 
Gonfidercd as the fame thing with the whole 
ftock of its conceptions or ideas, and had no 
proper intclle£tual power belonging to it. 

h*nif9vni* ttirsf/A09C9 u^ 09^ to i*a iw8»,to 3k vouv, OyaptiPh. 
^opa « fnnf a ikpu vcaloi oxx' a aulm^ r60 cy auk» ro foifn iXI09, 
iitD/ay)oii2u2i2bie«^i«;|^i«yinaicyra0nB, £q. 

4r lib. 9. cap. I. p. J56. 

t Oylmimf x) «^o^ /caXAor, orns tr» Ofa mafia . tua coj 9X Oftg 
A tMorof ^/K^iif Aa . hmofnth ^^^iW^fffmf ya»(tAi. Mm 
trmp c^ figfM, En. 5. lib. 9 cap. 6, p« 560* 

lo 
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tn another place he exprefles this more 
dccifively, faying, that nous and idea arc 
the fame thing, and even that idea is the 
whole nous, and that nous is the fame thing 
with all the ideas, juft as knowledge is the 
fame with all the theorems *. It muft be 
obferved, however, that in the laft claufc 
he ufed the term «/<^if, or forms of things, 
and not iS^iA^ as if the latter was that which 
contained the former ; and yef , as Diogenes 
Laertius obferves, they are ufed promifcu- 
oufly by the Platonifts. 

When the Platonilts fpeak of the inferio- 
rity of the nous to God, they feem to do it 
as if they were merely fixing a fcale of me- 
taphyfical principles^ and not to have had an 
idea of their being two intelligent perfons; 
And though they occafionally perfonify each 
of them, yet it is feparately, and never, as 
far as I have obferved, both together. This 
Wfas referved for the chriftian Platonifts. 
To make this more evident, I fhall produce 

* OuK iispa Ts va snarn «5ea, oM* ixam va; . xat oXug fjtsv m; ri 
fnfi£a. En. 5. lib. g. cap. 8. p. 561. 

a few 
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a few extradls from Proclus refpedUng the 
inferiority of the nous. 

** The nous," fays he, *' is God, on ac- 
** count of the intelledlual and intelligible 
*' light, which is more ancient than nous *•" 
Here nous is perfonified; but then the ligif, 
which is reprefented as fuperior to it, is not 
fo. In the following paflages the firft prin-^ 
ciple is perfonified, but not the fubordinate 
one. ** What ever is God," he fays, ** is 
** above ejence, and life, and nous-jr-" " Nous 
** is the work and the firft production of 
*^the godsj." *^ Unify is God of itfelf, 

* Kczi vn; apa Seoj, 3bf to ^wf to wf^, km to vcrrcv^ to kcu can* 
TSi* vp€a€uTtpov, In Platonem, lib. 2. cap. 4. p. gi. 

Both the terms vofpo? and wnl®- occur in the writings of 
the Platonids, and^ in fome cafes, it is not eafy to make 
any difference in tranflating them, though the former 
ihould be rendered intelUSiual^ and the latter iniilUgibU^ or 
perceived by the mind. However, Proclus fays, ** they 
*^ maybe confidered as the fame^ on account of the fullncfs 
** of the light which belongs to the latter." ILxi 10 vonhf 
Ofia Mat vc€^ iia tytj si; avio na^mnTav rv ^iP,c; azo7r>3ifaa'iv. In 
Flatonem, lib. 2. cap. i. p. 91. 

t AwAoir /» ojt VAvJay grir irriKUVA ray UfAiAiiav, ato.c 
•5»^, kffiAi, KAi ^anff K^i vu. In Ait. cap. 115. p. 4O3. 

t Kflt/ ytt^ m J'ti/jLtafyttixaf ka/ ytP^nuA ruv ^%ttv t^i ri 
iTpuTi^ov. In PlatonciDi lib. i« cap. 3i« p. 55. 

•* nous 
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** nous moft godlike, foul divine, body like 
** God*/' 

The paflage which looks the moft like 
the perfonification of both the firft and fe- 
cond principles, is the following; but then 
the whole has the air of figure^ fo that the 
literal meaning is by no means clear. " Th€ 
*' Demiurgus, and Father of the univerfe^ 
*' has the third place among the intellect* 
" tual kings-f/' 

In this fcale of principles, it was ufual 
to coniider that which is prior in rank, as 
the Father, container, and nourifher of that 
which is pofterion Though, therefore, 
the nous be the Son with refpedt to th«5 
God, it is the Father with refpedl to the 
foul, and the nourifher of it, as Plotinus 
expreflly fays |. And yet, the nous was 
only the image of the good §. 

*i'V)(Kt d^itct' TO S'l cufxAi ^loui'ti* Inftit. cap. 129. p. 470, 

Tp/TiiK Tet^tv K±yji! ip Toti voifoii ^Gf.ffihivct, Proclus in Plt- 
toncm, lib. 6. cap. 6. p. 355* 

J OviA ['j't'/C"! ^"^^ ^'^ yci^A gr/ . KAt cv \Gyl(T(JC'0ifO VHf AV- 
Tn<. K<X.l « TiKllCOO'li at' AV76 TAKIV * OlOV IsrATpa^ iK^fiTO'Af' 
Tot ' Ntf^ay iTtf^LcLKKOj ^UOJi^Al' ^oni . Xot/ T« 'BrctTWf iS*A$ 

KAt Tu z^xpsf eti. En. 5. lib. i. cap. 3. p* 484. 
^'Ei}(>o;A J'i sKiU'ii MyQiAipToy vw* £0.5. lib* I. cap. 7 • p. 488. 

2 When 
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When we find fuch confufion in the ideas 
of thefe Platonifts about their nous, and the 
ideas belonging to it, we cannot be fur- 
prized at their likewife confounding the 
nous with the fupreijie Being, whofe nous it 
was ; fometimes calling the world the ofF- 
fpring of God, and fometimes the offspring 
of the idea of God, as in the following 
pafTage of Julian : '* This univerfe being 
** the offspring of the idea of the firft and 
** the greatefl good, being in its ftable ef- 
** fence from eternity, received alfo power 
** among the intelledtual gods •!-." 

I confider Julian as a Platonift from the 
admiration which he expreffes of^ Plato's 
principles, and his frequent quoting of 
him ; and he is as diflinguifhed a Platonifl 
as the refl by the inextricable confufion of 
his ideas on thefe fubjedts, as may be per* 
ceived in the following paiTage, in which 
it is not eafy to fay in what light he con- 

* PujIo; it (TvyLica;^ alt JVi t» 'BSpfSia xj jitfiyirs Tf^ihaq t» ccyada 
yryovftjf txyvifo^y uvora^ aula 'Stpt rnv fijaviyuov ttffiav ti oiAif, t^ rnv 
r; rcig vctpoig^toig vapth^alo 3i/vamay. Or. 4. Opera, vol* I. 

P- '33- 

Vol. I. Bb fidered 



j'-o Principles of the Book I. 

fidered the intelligible world ; but he fecms 
to have thought it to be a kind of magazine 
ofideasj or patterns of things* And yet he 
reprefents the good as producing the worlds 
as well as thofe ideas, and as making the 
world an image, not of them, but of him- 
felf. Speaking of the vifible world, he 
fays, that ** it is preferved by nothing im- 
** mediately but a fifth body, the head of 
*' which is the folar ray, but as it were in 
** the fecond gradation by the intelligible 
*^ world, and in the higheft place by the 
" king of all, about whom all things are; 
" he whom, whether it be lawful to call 
** one that is above nous^ or the idea of 
** things that exift, which I call the whole 
** intelligible^ or the one, becaufe the one feems 
*' to be oldeft of all, or what Plato was ufed 
*' to call the good ; for this is the fimple 
** caufe to all things that are, of beauty, 
*' perfedion, unity, and immenfe power. 
** Remaining in itfelf according to its pri- 
** mary operative eflence, he produced the 
** fun the greateft God from himfelf, out 
•* of the middle of intelleftual things and 

demiurgic 
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** demiurgic caufes, in all rcfpe^Sls like to 
*'himfelf»/* 

As the vifible world is fomctimes con* 
(idercd as the child of God ^ fo the intelligible 
world, which fupplied a pattern for it, is 
alfo fometimes confidered in the fame lights 
and called a child of the Supreme Being; 
and the following defcription of this child, 
and its properties, by Plotinus, who cer- 
tainly thought himfelf well acquainted with 
it, is myfterious enough ^ *^ As a perfon 
•^ looking up to the heavens, and feeing the 
** brightnefs of the ftars, enquires who is 
** their maker, fo a perfon who looks into 
, ** the intelligible world will admire the 
. ** maker of it^ and enquire who eftablifhed 

♦ Owe mr «Ms jlmv fpapHfis/^ n vpoa'$x^^ A*^ ^^o t** 'sf^ttIh 
tWfjkcQ^ V TO Ki^a>AOv eriV ootiii TiXi^ , ^oi^fUD SV aiff'Trtp itulepo) ru yo»7ai 
HofffM ' 'ap€(r(Sylepa)g 3k Si 3ia rw 'sravlaiv paaiT^Uy 'aepiov 'aavlatriv* 
OvI®' Totyw^ ilk TO tjrixava ra va Ha>£w oailov ^ifjug ule ihav iw 
eflav. 3>j ^fju TO voAov ffvima», f j7e fv • wrciSii '8rav7»v to tv Jbxci «j 
fBptuQvlothi • «/le rbux7ftw tio&tv ovofjux^eiv to aya^oif ' aaJk 3>f w ft 
Ijoovoti^ Tw 0>juv cuha *aeim toij jwiv tk/ffiiASvnt HtOJsa^ t£, i^ TcXtio- 
Tnl©-, vmffta; T£, xj iuvofua^ of^^nxoom ' w3a mv tv avk fAtmra 'B/>6>. 
Ijtoyoy }i(Tiav, fjLSCov at fisfftof twv votpav i^ h/MipyiHuv culiw nXuv S«w 
fayircf¥avefvm c| savksy vofi^ ofMiwiaJtu. Or. 4. Opera, voL 
I. p. 132. 

B b z '' it. 
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*^ it, who generated fuch a child, this beau-* 
** tiful child, the nousy a child produced 
** from himfelf. This cannot be the nous 
** itfelf, or the chiU^ but before the nouszvid 
** the child. The nous and the cJbild xhmQ, 
** be after him, requiring to be underftood 
*' and nouriflied, which is neareft to that 
** which wants nothing, not even to be 
" underftood. It has perfedt truth and in* 
** telligence, for it has them in the firft 
*' place, being before all, neither wanting 
** any thing, nor having any thing; for 
** otherwife it would not be the good*.''* 

The latter part of this defcription would 
more naturally lead the mind to the idea of 
a principle i or property , than to that of a per- 
fon ; but this is ftill more the cafe in the 

* il; ?£ ava.o7^^a; ei; trov apavov kJ to tuv arpirj f eryo^iJar/, tcf 
*ssciY\7JLvia EvOvfjLEilai xj ^rjsi . iiJci) xf^ *i '^o^ vonlov Kofffju:v Of sBeoffah 
icj £v£;c£ f^ E^au/xale tov Koxsmi 'anyjytv, Ti; apa o ronilov trtrooffa; 
^•nlsiv^ Y] 'a:«, u 'arwj , o Toiblov rzaiicL yswr.o'o^i iw, xopov *aXoy, >^ 'sap 
av% yt; ofzsyov Kopov • 'xra;.7wj Tooilt r«$ fxfjvoj a7f uopoi^ oXAa y^. ^sa 
>k xj MOpH . fula yap avlcv, vagj iy KOpo;, ^ir.9vj!a xj xixopza^ai,-^ 
vsvomsvai . a 'ss^r.uicv ixtv zu m avtvomi. xj tov wuv «Sfv Srcftsyv . t>jj- 
pwcnv d£ aXr&iwfv xj vo»i<riv f;^£i, o7i 'SJpului ix^t* to 3c 'bt^o ou/?*.-/, ]& 
3iEi7a*, «?£ £;^£i . r^^nK avro aya^QV w. En. 3. lib. 8. cap. 10. 

P- 353- 
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following paflage from Jamblichus, who, 
in an account of the principles of Hermes, 
or thofe Egyptian doftrines which were pro- 
bably the fource of all the knowledge (or 
to fpeak more properly, of all the miftakes) 
of Plato, defcribes the Supreme Being, or 
the good I and yet the greater part of the 
paflage gives us the idea of two diflferent 
gods, one of which ^was derived from the 
other. But then the god and king that he 
fpeaks of as the inferior, was, perhaps, no 
other than the fun, as his Latin tranflator has 
fuppofed, and therefore it gives us no diftinft 
idea of the perfoni6 cation of the divine nous 
or logos. 

^* Before all things," he fays, ** that re- 
" ally are, and the principles of all things, 
** there is one God, prior to the firft God 
** and king, immoveable, remaining in his 
" own immoveable unity, not mixed with 
*' any thing intelligible, pr any thing elfe, 
** but the pattern of that God who is his 
^* own father, his own child, and the only 
** father of the eflcntially good. For it is 
<^ prior and greater, and the fountain of all, 
^^ and the fource of all the firft intelleftual 

B b 3 ** ideas. 
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** ideas. From this one God fhone forth the 
** God who is felf-fufficient, for he is the 
^* principal, and the God of Gods, unity 
** from one, before all eflcnce, and the prin- 
** ciple of eflence, for from him comes cf- 
** fence and entity. He is therefore called 
•* the principle of what is intelligible. 
** Thefe are the oldeft principles of all 
^* things which Hermes places before the 
*^ ethereal, the empyreal, and celeftial gods V 
We fhall the lefs wonder at this confu-* 
lion of ideas. If we attend to another of the 
Platonic maxims, viz. That being and ener^ 
are the fame things. This was before cited 
from Julian, and I now find the fame in 
Plotinus, who fays cxprefsly, that '* energy 

■* TlfO TCtiv oylco; ci7fi.T, xj Ta)v o\>)V apx,^v £n SfO$ u^. 'spur®-, i^ 

hIe yap vo-i^cv ajlco iTTiTrT^sjcslai, all ahXcli. "zofOL^tr/fjia cs iC'Jim n 
auloTTcilop^y aulcycva, kJ fMvoTraiof^ GzHy ts cvJu; aya^a . fjLn(cv yaa 
ri xj nzpulcVy :tj 's:r,yy\ twv ^ocJIhv, ^ *sjuOfXYy rm vo8/tA€Wui 'spuluy tiiki 
oHuv . aTTo St TH svo^y T«7a, aJlapKr\i hio^ tcwicv e^c^uz/z^c iio 3^ av- 
l(mc3ciipj iy aulacnY,; . o^^'J t^p ^//oj, ij) $£oj $£fijv . /xcvaj ik T8 fwf, 
nBpQ^Gi®- )y apxv rrg acia; . air aula yap iscioh^^ ■■:^ n UTia. Slo j^ 
vor^apKn; 'SJpcaayofsuEljci, AuIm fxsv av utnv apx,at wpta^ylalai 'Scot- 
*?cjv, aq Ep/jx; zipclav ai^spicoy xj tfXTTupiuv Sf«v 'SJfolarln^ x) iw £;nt- 
paviw, Scft. 8. cap. 2. p. 158. 

^'is 
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*^ is the fame thing with being*. *^ Accord^ 
ingly, he calls the foul " one fimple energy, 
" and as its nature is to live, it therefore can- 
not periflif/' This is evidently making the 
foul to be nothing more than the principle, 
or property, of /ife; but then this is an ex- 
traordinary argument for its immortality, as 
it comes to nothing more than faying that 
life and aeatA are oppofite things. But it is 
not my bufinefs in this place to attend to 
the many abfurditles of the Platonifls about 
the foul, and therefore I fhall return to my 
proper fubjedt. 

In moft of the preceding paflages tie good 
is defcribed as fynonymous to the Supreme 
Being, and of courfe a proper perfon ; but 
it is generally mentioned in the neuter gen- 
der, and is defcribed in fuch a manner as 
gives us the idea of a principle, property, 
or power, capable of being communicated to 
other beings, and even to the foul. ** There 
^. ** is/' fays Jamblichus, ** a g-W which tran- 
** fcends ejfence, that whicjn is eiTentially 

* En Je ^ TO ov eye^yeiflf. En. 5. lib. g. cap. 8- p. 5^'» 
i" ^vx»i ^f f-'wt ^ ain^n svepyua Htroj sv T«k? ?nv ^y(rt;^ h roiiitfv tauHn 
f^^rvrilou. En. 4. lib. 7. cap. 12. p. 466. 

B b 4 ** good, 
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** good, I mean the moft ancient and valu- 
** able tflence. and in itfelf incorporeal, the 
*^ peculiar property of the gods, which, in 
" all kinds of them, preferves their pccu- 
" liar diftribution and order, which is never 
** feparated from them, and is the fame in 
** them all/- He alfo fays that " fouls 
** which govern bodies* have not the eifence 
** of the good, nor the firft caufe of good, 
** which is prior to eifence, but a certain 
•* portion, and acquiiition from it*." 

Proclus generally fpeaks of the good in the 
neuter gender, as if it \v2iSZ principle^ and no. 
per/on^ and that they were mere mctaphyfi- 
cal confiderations which led him to place 
this good at the head of the univerfe, is evi- 
dent from his reafoning on the fubjeft, 
** The good," he fays, '* is above every 

* En SVj «v T aya^cv, to te sTTixuva TrgHaia^y ic nci' «<riav irKOf* 
Xov * excivnv ^£74^ 'W aaioof tysv 'sr^Bo-QJlalnv ^ Ti|Luw7a7r,v. y xaS oAf 
hffuiv aaeofjiaicv ' ^£u,v liico/jux t^aipilcv k. xala '^avla, ra y£vr^ ra 'Sta 
aJlas ov7^, Tnpav fXiv av avlav Try ouaiav ^lavofxriv iCj raitVy ± ax aiiO- 
(nrufMiVcv raJlr.g. to cculo J* o/aoj; a o>^i; aaavlu; vttolcxP - ^ux^u^ ?£ 
Tflttf apx^<Touq (TUfjuzluV) — aaia fxsv aya^n nx ill 'saptuv^ a^ culia tx 
tcya&a ^potspa aaa {; Tr,g aa-ia; . tTTcxn ^B Tij aTT aula K^ £|i; waya* 
yvjiloi. Sedl. I. cap. 5. p. 8. 

^' thing 
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*' thing, becaufe all defire good */* But 
from the idea of a metaphyfical principle, 
we eafily pafs to that of a cauffy and from 
a caufe to a beings or per/on. ** The good, 
** («><«;>fl )" he, fays, ** is the principle and 
^* firft caufe -f-,^' and the firft'caufe he makes 
fynonymous to God. ** God and the good 
*V (ce^rA^o^) are the fame. For that beyond 
** which nothing is, and which all defire, is 
*^ God J.'' 

It was by metaphyfical reafoning that the 
Platonifts made the good to be fynonymous 
to the one^ all numbers confifting of unity 
repeated, and therefore proceeding from it, 
and being refolvable into it, as they faid 
that all things proceed from, and return to, 
their refped:ive caufes ; a maxim which oc- 
curs perpetually in Proclus. ** The one 
** and the good {ftyA^oyy he fays, *^ are the 
♦* fame§." 

* El yap isexJla ra ovja ns aya&a tpiilcu, ^w oil to vpalu; ayaBc9 
tvuuiva sTiTuv ovlm, Inftit. cap. 8. p. 418. 

\JSlmlm T63V cvlajv apx^ )^ ouha vpc)!isyi to ayoBov en. Ibid, 
cap. 12. p. 420. 

X Km yap r aya^ov <) Se®* raulof . « yap /tojJkv cnv tvuusva jci 
« tsavla E^iilai^ ^f®- Ta7o. Ibid. cap. ii 3- p. 462. 

§ Tatnov yap S9 jy r ayor^Qv, Ibid. cap. 20. p. 425. cap. 
25. p. 428. 

Though 
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Though every thing was by the Pla- 
tonifts called *px»« or principle^ with refped 
to that which immediately followed it, yet 
in the ftridt fen fe they applied this term to 
the firft and higheft principle only. ** No- 
** thing/' fays Proclus, is fuperior to the 
*« (tfXH 5 for if ejfence was before the one, 
^^ ejfence muft he the one, but it is not 
«* fo*/' He alfo makes life fynonymous 
to the firft principle, for he arranges all 
kinds of beings in the following order, 
life^ nous, foul^ and body^. 

As the Supreme Being, or caufe, muft, 
according to thefe fublime Platonifts, be 
fuperior to every thing, it is amufing enough 
to fee how they were puzzled in making 
him fuperior to ejfence^ which alfo they 
ftrangcly enough make fynonymous i0 7ious1^. 
If God muft be fuperior to e[[cncey and be 
the caufc of cjjcnce^ they were well aware 
that he muft then have made himfelf, fince 

*sjpo T« EV05, "ZiTTo^^Z^o; srai ty,v aciav to cv, aM* ^x ^ ^fcria to rj. In 
Platoncm, lib. 2. cap. 4. p. 84. 

•f" II (uv ax 'mpooiog rm ovIqjv^ aJki^ fiat {aj):j, xau va, km "i^vx^'h 
ei; TtvJ CuiJiaJiKnv TsT^^vk^xo'a ^V7iy . Ibid. lib. 3. cap, 6. p- 1 3 1 - 

X Kai yap v:i^ acia. Ibid. lib. 2« cap. 4, p. 93, 

I he 
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he muft have ejfence as the foundation of his 
other properties. This, therefore, feems 
to have been admitted by the Platonifts, 
and their reafoning on this fubjedt is truly 
not a little curious. Plotinus fays, that 
*' effence is not a caufe with refpedt to God, 
^* but God with refpeS to effence, for he 
^^ made it for himfelf, and having made it» 
'* placed it without himfelf, he not wanting 
** effence, fince he made it; for, confidered 
^* as beings he did not make being But it 
" will be faid he muft then have been be- 
•* fore he was, if he made himfelf, being 
** his own maker ; but we muft fay, that he 
*' is not to be confidered as a thing made, 
** but as a maker*." On this a queftion is 
ftarted, whether God could have made 
himfelf otherwifc than he did. But it is 
anfwered, that " God being wi// itfe/f, there 

* OvJ^t iTlV ctv]a AfXJH W ttffUt tfl/Jtf • CtXX' A\!]o( Af/jn Tiff 

if tf UAfftV iAvJit . alz ^S'^V TH itVAl J^iOlJLlVOf, Of iTO/fl^ir 
fvjo • a TOipVP isJ^i KaB SS*/ ^om 70 £$*/• T/ HV « CVfJiCAi" 

vis UTot 7i( Av ^fiv n ywi^^At yiyonvAi • ki y^p ^ottt iAv* 
7or, TO fjLiP «<tt/J« K^« 45*/. To J^ Av troiiiVt iuv w/m 'wpo 

tAvjn, TV 'HOtKUtfH Of\of «tl/Jtf • ^pO( ^^ }^l)C\lOV j A'f OhWf H 
TAKJiOf K&JA 70V ^VGlHfJLiPOr, CtAAcl K^Ia 70V ^Otts/jd. Eo. 6, 

lib. 8. cap. 19, 20. p. 754.. 

'* could 
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*' could be no will prior to his exiftenec*'* 
Proclus fays, that *' What fubfifts of itfclf> 
^' being one, is at the fame time the caufe 
"and the caufedf." 

The notion of God having made himfelf, 
or being his own father^ and bis own fon^ is 
well expofed by the author of the Recogni^ 
tions, as implying that he muft have exifled 
before he did:};, 

* EATNATO \iV a}^o}i m^iiiv iAiTov w a iToniffi — kA to 

£n. 6. lib. 8. cap. 21. p. 7^^. 

t Ep ytip ov ti-iJiA J9 cLil^Qf ir/ ^ Ail let] ov. Inllit. 46* 
p. 436. 

t Sine principio ergodicimus Deum, incfFabili provideiv 
tia (lemonftrante : qui non a fcipfo fa<flu5 eft, ncc a fcipfo 
genitus: eft enim fine principio et ingcnitus : Ingeniti 
iiutem appcllatio, non quid fit, nobis intclligere dat, fed 
quod non eft faflus. Autopatoran vero et Autogcncton, 
hoc eft. ipfum fibi patrem, ipfumque fibi filium, qui vo- 
caverunt illud quod eft ingcnitum, contumcliam- facerc 
conati funt, dubiis dcfervientcs rationibus. Indigcre enim 
nativitate illud quod erat prius quam nafceretur, parvulo- 
rum more intelligentes, putavcrunt ; et illud quod fuerat 
pro eo quod fuerit poncntes, quafi per feipfum facSum, 
diccrc, infania infanierunt ; et plantationibus comparare 
illud quod eft ingcnitum ut daeraoniofi, aufi funt. Lib. 3. 
fcft. 3. p. 519. 

This 
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This dodtrine of the fuperiority of the 
divine eflence to every thing elfe, led thcfe 
Platonifts to fome curious diftindions with 
refpeit to the place of God 'y and as they 
imagined that his being contained in any 
thing would imply fome kind of inferio- 
rity, they therefore made him the container. 
** The Gods/' fays Jamblichus, *' arc not 
'* fubjedt to any part of the univerfe, nor is 
** any part free from them; but, being 
M luperior, they are not fo in it as to be con* 
'* tained by it, but they contain all things, 
** and terreftriai things have their eflence 
''in the divine fullnefs*." To illuftratc 
this, he fays, that ** as light contains the 
«* things which arfe enlightened by it, fo 
** the power of the gods contains the things 
** which partake of it-f." Agreeable to 

avjoic TcL /* iTt yn( iv Totf ^MfautLffi Tut ^ittf I'XjuvIa 

m 

To iiVjLi. fe^. I. Cap. 9. p. i{. 
Ibid fedl. 1. cap. 9. p. 17* 

this. 
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this^ Plotinus fays^ that '' intelligible place 
" is in God, and not God in it*/' 

The foul, likewife, having the fame fu* 
periority to the body, that God has to the 
intelligible world, it follows from the Ikmc 
principle, that the foul of the world is cot 
contained in the world, but the world in 
its foul. Accordingly, Plotinus fays, ''The 
^* foul is not in it, but it is in the foul ; 
*' for the body is not the place for the foul, 
** but the loul is in the wwj-f-/' Purfuing 
the fame idea, he would have faid that the 
nous was in the good. 

Again, as the foul of man bears the fame 
relation to the body of man, that the foul 
of the world bears to the world, Plotinus 
fays, that '* Plato, giving a foul to the body, 
*' did well in faying that the body was in 
'* the foul." He illuftrates this by faying, 
in the fame connexion, that it is more 
proper to fay that '* air is in light, than 

lib. 7. cap. 35. p. 727. 
. T0T05 TO ffeofAct T« 4^.^''i ^^^^- 4^PC" /'*'" ^'' ''*' " ^"' 5' ^^^* 

5. cap. 9. p. 528. 

'' that 
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** that light is in air*.'* From this fpeci- 
men of the phyfics of Plato, fome idea may 
be formed of his metaphyfics i for he is juft 
as great in the one as he is in the other. If 
we may reduce to fome general maxim all 
his obfervations concerning the place of 
things^ we (hould perhaps fay, that when 
two things, which have mutual aftion, ex id 
together, that which is the more refined, 
and the more excellent of the two, is to be 
confidered as the container^ and the other as 
the contained. 

The word trinity does not much occur 
in the writings of the Platonifts, till we 
come to Proclus, who has a trinity of 
'trinities^ and pretends to find them all in 
Plato. I am far from being able developc 
the ideas of Proclus on this fubjedl, and 
ihall only extra(ft from him fo much as 
may ferve to (hew, that Ijc did not mean a 
trinity of perfons^ but only of principles. 
*' Unity," he fays, " muft precede the tri- 

JJTTgp To tpt>>it iV TCJ ttipt . </llO a^ n^ATaV Kdih&f TiW Jy%n7 

En. 4. lib. 3. cap. 22. p. 38S. 

nitv. 
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** nity*/' He fpeaks of a ** Demiurgus, as 
*' placed before the trinity -f-/' "All trinity 
** is wholenefs +/' ** In every trinity there 
** is an end, an infinite, and a mixed ||/* 
** Every thing divine is fair, wife, and 
** powerful. This trinity belongs to all 
** the gods§/' ** For the three trinities 
** themfelves declare, myftically the un- 
** known caufe of the firft, and altogether 
** incommunicable God^/* 

With refpedt to thefe different trinities, 
he fays, ** the firft trinity is called one be-» 

iiaxccfjLOO mv fMvoia 'srpaTrapx^^v, Ylaacu yap ra^tt^ ^ccv caro fjLO- 
vci(^ apxovlat. In Platonem, lib. 5. cap. 14. p. 281. 

+ Koi fjLsv £i; irifuapyo^ trpo m; rpiaS®- tilayfis^. Ibid. 
6. cap. 6. p. 356. 

X Kai j/7<u5 y\ fjL£v <r'jfi7ra(rx rpia^ oT^V fnv. Ibid, lib.- 3, cap. 
20, p. 166. 

H Ev viarYi yap en rsapa^^ aiitipov^ fjufclov. Ibid. lib. 3. C. 13. 
p. 142. 

§ Aryci roivw ^xxpotlr,; 00; apa 'srav s^i to ^sigv xikov^ o^y, 
3lva7ov, ^' TTjv T^iada raJlry iirjcsiv STTi 'ssoura^ tv^sixvuiai rag rcjv Sfwy 
'S^^occh;, Ibid. lib. I. cap. xxi. p. 56. 

^ Kai v^f ou r^u; ajlai rpafsj fMunxu; t7rayfi»Ji(Ti Tw ra ^s^'Jla 
Sfjf, ^ ofxi^tal^ 'SjO'^Je^m; ayvwrov a»7<av. Ibid. lib. 3. c. 14. 






mg, 
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** ing*.^' He alfo fpeaks of the firft tri- 
nity as eftablifliing all things, the fecond as 
giving them motion, and the third as re- 
ducing things to their firft principles-^.*' 
But the whole is moft obfcurcly cxpreflcd. 
'* The fecond trinity," he* fays, ''is called 
*' whoknefsy perceived by the mind + /' **Its 
" parts, he fays, " are the one^ and the beings 
** which are the extreme, and the middle 
** power joins them, but does not porfcdly 
** unite them, as in the former trinity/' lb* 
** This fecond trinity, he fays, " is in the 
'' Timaeus, called «/«y||/' '' After this/' 

* Kaxnlou ywn vpoSn T(iafj tv ov. In Platonem, lib. 3: 
cap. 20. p. 164. 

i Ettei j^ tqjv oilw niitf vpaln r^is^ sJfaffiv tXsyilo ra mocSla^ 

pu; . n 3c fjUla Tai/?w, 'WfooJk, )^ ximna^^ »^ T)j; hut tvtfyuav (wif 

ffwi>iff<n/(rni ra ieule^a 'srmla 'sspo^ rag taJlav a^Xfi^* Ibid. lib. 4* 
cap, 3. p. 184. 

X Ko^EiTdu ravuv n huls^a t^io^, cXoh% vonk • fjLSfn 3t oiAki to 

Hx ^*^< (xa^aTTEf vf m 'sr^o cujki) to cv, *tj to cv . Ibid. lib. 3# 
cap. 20. p. 165. 

Ibid. p. 169. 

Vol, I. C c he 
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to be pcrfcdted by its proper and immediate 
caufe} and, therefore, that the mind of man 
fhould be perfeded by its union to the cc- 
lejlial gods J or at fartheft; to the divine nous^ 
without having any communication with 
the higheft principle of all, or the good-, 
and, indeed, upon this idea, Plotinus fpeaks 
of '' the foul being attached to thonous^ and 
*' the nous to the good"^.^' Agreeably to 
this alfo, Jamblichus fpeaks of the foql as 
** raifed by Theurgy' (or certain magical 
operations) *' above all matter^ and united 
" to the eternal logos "f-/* 

But this was not fufficient for the fouls 
of thefe philofophers, which afpired higher 
than thofe of ordinary men. They thought 
that they might pafs through the intelligibU 
world, to the highell principle of all, and 
be united to the good itfelf. Thus Por- 
phyry fays concerning Plotinus, that ** he 
*^ was wakeful, and had a pure foul, always 
*' afpiring to the Deity, whom he entirely 

♦ Anfmij.zvyi<; & ^vyj^i si; vw, k) m stg to czyaGcv. En. 6. lib. 
7. cap. 33. p. 734. 

+ Etil^- 'maoY]; uhng avly\v Tsoiii^ [Ami Tw aiJiw ^oyw <rvmufjLv;m. 

ted. 10. cap. 6. p. 177, 

" loved; 
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** loved; that he did his utmoft to deliver 
** himfelf from the bitter wav^s of this 
^' cruel life, and that thus, as this diyine 
" perfon was raifing himfelf in his thoughts 
*' to the firft and fupreme God, in the me- 
** ihod defcribed in the banquet of Plato ^ 
** this God, v^ithout form or idea, and 
** placed above the nous^ and every thing 
** intelligible, appeared to him ; to which 
** God," he adds, ** I, Porphyry, once ap- 
^' proached, and was united, in the 68th 
** year of my age*." 

The means by which this union with the 
Deity is efFcdled, is explained by Procluis, 
As far as mere words can do it : but the 
meaning is, I own, above my comprehcn- 
fion. ** The foul," he fays, ** entering intd 
** its own unity, beholds every things and 

• E*p3flB 3* Sii ayfwxyofj kJ Kc^apav rnv •^^/yy^X'^iVy jc^ cut evrtV" 
2«y isTf 0^ TO ^ov « 3ia 'Bouni^ m; •^vx^.'; y\pct^ oli re ^avf tTCoui^ ce7ta>r 

Tiilcn TA) icufAOvm fall vo^^^cou^ tvar/ovU icwlov n; rov 's:p(Jlov '^ iirtxtivx 
^£cy Touq swoicug^ jy xala ra; ev ra o'UfA'JOJia tpjyvifAXva^ oJk? to) wXa- 
7wy«, ifoem otfivoj o fiiile fiopfry im re rtvx tScov f%wv, irrtf h vavy '^ 
*sfav rev vonlov tifUfjLevog . a 3n Jt^ tyu o ^opfvpiog avai P^eya ^frXnciaffot 
^ fvodnv«, iloi aymi^orw rt x) oySbcv, Plotini vita, ad finein. 

C c 3 »* God," 
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'' God*/' '' Again/' he fays, *' It is the 
" faith of the gods that unites, in an un- 
** fpeakable manner, all'the kinds of gods, 
** and demons, and happy fouls to the 
•^ goodf:* 

Plotinus gives us a more particular ac- 
count of this ipyfterious afcent of the foul 
to Qod in the following terms, from which 
fomeperfons may poflibly imagine, that they 
may derive fome afliftance in attaining to 
raptures of a fimilar nature. ** The know- 
** ledge, or contact of the good, he [Plato] 
" fays is the greateft thing, and the greateft 
** difcipline; not meaning that the intuir 
*^ tion of the good itfelf is the difcipline, 
but fomething to be learned by it. To 
this we are led by analogies, negations, 
** the knowledge of external things, and 
'* certain gradations. For it muft be pre- 
" ceded" by purgations, prayers" [fuppofed 
to be underftoodj '^ virtues and ornaments 

^ Eij tavlvJ eio-iisa-cxv rnv ^ox?^^ Ta re oOO\a vocJIa xah^sa^sa^ 
^ ^eov. In Platonem, lib. i. cap. 3. p. 7. 

-f Xl> fAEv TO o^cy sitteiVj tu}v Sfav "srirt; suv >? 'tspog to ayaSc^ of- 
pjojj tviia^a ra Sfwv y^vn avfXTrcxvi^^ j;^ ^aifiov^iV, t^ ^^vx^-v rot; 
njOMfxovoi, Ibid. lib. i. cap. 25- p. 61. 

"of 






Chap. VII. later Platonijls. 391 

•* of the mind, the afccnt to the intelligible 
** world, fixing there, and laying hold of 
** the things that are there. Whofoever 
** becomes at the fame time a fpedlator and 
** a fpeftacle, of himfelf and other things, 
** and becoming ejfence and nous^ and the 
•* univerfal living thing, no longer fees any 
** thing from without, but being himfelf 
•* that thing, that is, the intelligible world, 
** or part of it, he is near to it, and within 
** one ftage of it" [that is, the good itfclfj 
** then (hining with every thing that is in- 
** telligible^ Then laying afide all difci- 
" pline, as the rudiments of a fchool, and 
*' being fixed in the beautiful, he knows 
** whither he is advanced. And being 
** borne thence by the nous itfelf, as by a 
<< wave, and carried aloft by it, as it were 
•' fwelling, he gains the fudden intuition. 
** Not feeing bow, but the fight filling his 
** eyes with light, he fees nothing but it, 
'* the light itfelf being the vifion *.'' 

* En A«y arya^a tilt yvaa-i; tilt ffrapn^ fityirovy >^ (ityirov fnai 
Tiilo tivou fcoSn/MO, a TO vpo^ aulo thiv fjux^fjuc Xtyuv^ oX^a 'vtpt atH'<i 
fjo^iv Ti 'vpoltpovy iiiaaicii(n fjLtv av ccvaXoytou rt jy a^aiptati;, ]^ 
Tvw^-eif Twv eI ovJk, )^ avadoaa-fioi rtvt^ . ^aoptuuji h KoQapatig vpo^ 
Ofjio 1^ apdsu ^ KO^fjuft^a^f j^ th vonln tm^ao'sif, Xj utt avk iSigi/^ttfi 

C C 4 ^ T«y 
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As it may be fuppofed that the learned 
commentator of Plotinus, viz. Marfilios 
Ficinus, well underftood this fublime part 
of Platonifm, and may explain it better, I 
fliall give his comment upon it. " The 

* ladder by which we afcend to the prin- 

* ciple has feven fleps. The firft is, the 

* purgation of the mind ; the fecond, the 

* knowledge x)f the divine works particu- 

* larly provided ; the third, the contem- 

* plation of the order by which the infe- 
^ rior works are gradually brought to the 

* fuperior ; the fourth, a certain propor- 
' tionable comparifon, bringing it from this 

* order to that which is divine; the fifth, 

* is negation, by which you feparate all 

* that you conceive from the principle; 

* the fixth, is earneft prayer to God, that the 

avio |3>»£7rcj . t«7o oe ysvo/xr^o;^ iyyv; tn, Kj to lyi^i^ nanio k] 'z>y<ji:)/^ 
aiio Y;:n £7ri 's^aili toj vorf/w £7rifi>J^cy . nfijt S>i eaaag rig "sccv fjua^.ijia^ 
^ H^Xf^ 'T^ '^^MCc'.yccyr] $£/;, jcxi vj kcJ^ lOf^uki;. vj w fj.r\f in fJL^x,:i 
THiii vc£i • i^jv^x^A:; Is rco aulu ra ;•« oicv HVfjiciii, km ^vj/a oTt* oJ.a ci:v 
CiOY.(Tav>cr ac'^Eig Bio-Eicsy s^auCy.:; . bx i^j'j czd:;, a^^' n £*£a 's;?J:rarj: 
^cSlc; t:i o^f^xia^ a o' auln 'zcTroiyvtsv o^ao cpa:, aC^l am to (pwj tj 
epa^jLan: Plotini En. 6. lib. 7. cap. 36. p. 727- 

** Father 
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** Father of the intelledual world himfelf 
** may truly make you the intelledtual worlds 
*^ being virtually this world frofti the be- 
** ginning; the fcventh, that when you are 
<* become the intelleftual world, being car- 
^f ried farther by the love of the good, you 
*' may be transformed from the intellcftual 
•« ftate to tie gooJ^ which is above in- 
" telleft */' 

Jamblichus follows Plotinus, and agrees 
with him in his account of this myftical 
union of the foul to God. Confidering how 
far the adlions of the foul in thcfe divine 
extafies are voluntary, he fays, " This di- 

* Scala per quam afcendttur ad principium, fcptem 
gradus habct : primus eft purgatio animi : fecundus, cog* 
nitio operum divinorum fingulatim comparata : tertius 
contemplatio ordtnis, quo opera inferiora reducuntur ad 
fuperiora gradatim : quartus, comp^ratio quaedam propor* 
tionalis ex ordine hiijufmodi ad divinum ordinem fcfe con- 
fcrens: quintus, negatio per quam cunda quae concipls 
fepares a principio : fextus, fuppiex ad Deum oratio, ut 
ipfc intellectual is mundi pater te reddat mundum intel- 
led^uafem adu : ens cnim potentia mundus hie ab initio : 
♦ fcptimus, ut quum ipfc intelleftualis mundus cvaferis, 
ultcrius amore boni concitus, ex ftatu intellecluali tranf- 
formcris in bonum fupcrius intellcdu. Plotini. En. 6; 
Jib. J. p. 727- 

** vine 
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** vine irradiation, which comes by prayers, 
** fliincs and operates voluntarily, and is far 
*^ from any thing of violence. But, by a 
*^ divine energy and perfection, as much cx- 
** eels all voluntary motion, as the divine 
** v^ili of the good excels all animal voli- 
** tion. By fuch volition the gods, being 
*' gracious and merciful, infufe abundant 
*' light on thofe viho are engaged in theur- 
** gic exercifes, calling their fouls to them, 
** and giving them an union with them- 
^' felves ; accuftoming them, even when 
*' they are in the body, to be feparate from 
*' the body, and to be carried to their eter- 
** nal and intelligible principle. What I 
** fay appears from fafts to be the fafety of 
** the foul. For in feeing thefe happy vi- 
'* fions, the foul changes its animal life, and 
** afts with another energy ; and feeing 
*' things in their true light, he no longer 
'* confiders himfelf as a man. For after 
*' quitting his proper life, he becomes pof- 
** fefled of the moft happy energy of the 
''gods*." 
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Plato himfelf is always referred to, as 
having taught this method of the afcent of 
the foul to God, or the chief good.. But 
though what he has faid on the fubjed: may 
have led to this myfterious bufipefs, it falls 
far fhort of it. Treating of beauty^ in his 
dialogue intitled The Bangtiet, he fays, we 
may pafs from particular beautiful objeds 
in nature to beauty in the abfiradlj and this 
he defcribes as the fame thing with good in 
the abftradt, or the firft principle of all 
things, in the contemplation of which con- 
fifts the higheft happinefs of man. Having 
defcribed this prpgrefs at large, he fays, in 
M. Sydenham's tranflation, 

n^^^o'/cjf 0/ •3'2oi TO ^cof iTiK^iJiTafftv, tviJLtnif oVTU K&t t^^.ot, 

TOti d-iOV^yoif, Tfltf 78 ^V^^fit^ AVTUif itf lAVTtii cLVAKcthZlXil'OIf 
XAt Tt]f iVaO'tV AV7etl( 7IIV -cpo^ getl/Ttff ^O^tiy^VTi^, S^l^€pTif 
9i €tV7Ci^ KAl «T| IP 0-«^Ct7f nffctf A^iTAO^^eLl TUy CiflXCLTC^y^ 
tTI TS TWK AlJ^lOV KAi VOtlTiiy lAVTUy ApyjIP nfipiAyitT'd'Al.—-' 

AhAof cTg KCLt a.Tf* AVToy Toy ffyoy o yvii pAiitf upas tuj 
4'VX^^ C^7iifioy. iy yrtp t» ^la^^iv 7 a (iaka^ia ^iAfjiATA, 
ti 4^x^ AKKn; ^ccvy AhhArlirAtf kai griptf p lyify^tttv ivifyUf 

KAi i-J* Av3yUT(H UVAI 1iyU7Al, 70 7iOp^a{ tiyttfJiiYn ' ^TTOhhOr 
J^/f oi iCAi 7t\y iAV7ni A^ilffA ^«W*', 7ilV fJLAKAI>iarArilV 76i9 

:^im tvifyiiAv wAA<f;rtT«. Jamb, de Mydcr. fe£l. i. cap. la. 
f. 23. 

'^ Here 
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** Hfere is to be found, if any where, the 
** happy life, the ultimate objedt of defire 
** to man. It is td live for ever in behold^ 
^' ing this conftiffimate beauty, the fight of 
•* which, if evier you attain it, will appear 
*' not to be in gold, nor in magnificent at- 
*' tire, nor in beautiftrl youths or damfels. 
** With fuch, however, at prefent, many of 
^* you are fo intirely taken up, and with the 
** fight of them fo abfolutely charmed, that 
*' you would rejoice to fpend your whole 
.** lives, were it poflible, in the prefence of 
*' thofe enchanting objeds, without any 
^' thoughts of eating or drinking, but 
** feafting your eyes only with their beauty, 
*' and living always in the bare fight of it. 
*^ If this be fo, what efi^edt, think you, 
** would the fight of beauty itfelfh^ivt upon 
** a man, were he to fee it pure and genuine, 
** not corrupted and fiiaincd all over with 
" the mixture of flefh • and colours, and 
'* much more of like perifliing and fading 
*' trafh; but were able to view that divine 
** eflence, the beautiful itfelfy in its own fim- 
'^ plicity of form. Think you that the life 
*' of fuch a man would be contemptible or 

*' mean ; 
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<^ mean ; of the man who always directed 
** his eye towards the right obj eft, who 
*' looked always at real beauty, and was con- 
«* verfant with it continually. Perceive you 
** not that, in beholding the beautiful, with 
** that eye with which alone it is poffible to 
<^ behold it, thus and thus only could a man 
*' ever attain to generate not the images or 
** feqiblance of virtue, as not having his in- 
** timate commerce with an image, or a 
•• femblance, hut virtue true, real, and fub- 
•* ftantial, from the converfe and embraces 
** of that which is real and true. Thus be- 
** getting true virtue, and bringing her up 
** till (he is grown mature, he would be- 
** come a favourite of the gods, and at 
** length would be, if any man ever be, 
*• himfelf one of the immortals */' Thofe 

'oa o^^o^L pioilcv av^paTfa^ btafjLSva aJlo to xo^ov. o lav "sscit tSVi;, \i 
mU Xf y^ov ri t^ ea^a, j^ th^ xa^g "Bscuidg re t^ vBcaio-xag 5b|ei cot 
eivou . ag vwopav wniii^jfioa^ xj {\oiyLoq ei xj cry, xj oXAci 'soT^i cpuvtr^ 
ra ^srmitHa^ >^ iuvmne^ out aoHoii^ n^ro); oio/T rjv (Mile sa^ieiVy firit crtvEiv,' 
O^^ ^toffhoi fMVGV i^ (uvtivat . T( 3V) ra (e^) oto/aSa, eilu ytyoiJo 
ouh. 70 MoXov t^Eiv EiTuxfivi^^ xodopcv, afMcloVj a70\a /aju ceiwjr><£aiv 
<rapj(uv T£ av^f(ti7nvci3V xj xp^M^^f 'S; oAArj 'B^o^^)J; ^aptag Sr/j7«f, 
a?vX ai/Jo TO Sriov, iMiAov Jwalo fiov&Sr; xauhiv ' a^* aa (f^) pcu/f^ 
ftw riTVEO-Soi f/tficTe j3;.e9rcv7of av^^owf, ;^ cxeiw o J« Sawftew, icj |i/- 

vcy/Of 
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who can admire thefe things^ (hoald not 
complain of Jacob Behmen. 

This wild cnthufiaftic notion of ao union 
to God, to be obtained by contemplation, 
aufterity, and a particular difcipline, was 
eagerly embraced by many fpeculating chrif- 
tians, and contributed greatly to that turn for 
myfticifm, which infedled fuch great num- 
bers in former times, and which infedls many 
even to this day. It likewifc contributed to 
that fondnefs for folitude, and abftradliori 
from the world, which gave rife to the efta- 
bliftiment of hermits and monks. The lan-^ 
guage of many chriftians has been much the 
fame with the following of Jamblichus, who 
defcribes ** a two-fold ftate of man, one in 
** which we are all foul, and being out of 
** the body, are raifed aloft, and dwell with 
** the univerfal and immaterial gods ; and 
** another ftate in which we are bound by 
** the fhell of the body, fo as to be confined 

vcv^cj oi/To) ' n HK iv^vfAv\ [ipi) ch t^lMj^a aula fjicvax^ ytvt^fiaiy opiavlt 
6) opalov TO ;<a^oy, iixlgiv bx Bioaha aofi-nq^ ait hk EiSiuXif i^aTflofitva^ 
cO^ ct>^y ai: T» a}.y&ng {(paTrlofisvu ' T£Hzy!i Os apihfv oAjiStj, x) $^£- 
i^ofieva, vrapx^i Sso^i^ri yvjij^aiy x), uTrep ru oMw oi'S^cyxw, ojo- 
vcSo) yj £KBiy6). Convivium, p. 331. Ed. Gen. 

'' by 



Chap. VII. later Platonijls. 399 

** by matter and to be, as it were, wholly 
** corporeal*." 

Clemens Alexandrinus fays, after Plato, 
that he who contemplates ideas, will live as 
a God among men, that nous is the place of 
ideas, and is God+. 

If this account of the dodlrine of the 
Platonifts, with refpeft to God and nature, 
does not give my readers complete fatisfac- 
tion, it will not be in my power to do itr 
The paffages which I have feleded from 
Plotinus, and others, dark as they may ap- 
pear, are really fome of the-cleareft in all 
their writings, the bulk of which may well 
be denominated darknefs that may be felt. 
The writings of the fchoolmen, which have 
been fo much ridiculed, on account of 
their obfcurity, and idle diftindtions, are 
day-light compared to thofe of thefe Pla- 

* SKEi'OMEGA 3ij to ^a ts7o a-ufA^wu; roi; vpoeipifiEvoi;^ j^ 
Tw rtfJislfpsof Ji^rXw KalarMriv • oli /*tf yap oMj 4^CCJ y^vo/xt'^a^ <J 
£ff/A£v t^a nt a'UfAal&-^ fiileupoi re rav fisSi* oAaw TCinr aa/Koiv Sc«y./if7c6}- 
pomo'K&fjtxv • o7{ 3*' otu hiifjL^a ev ra orptxhi auficOt^ ^ otto tyu tikm^ 
tuSiXPfJt^Oy ^ e<r/jLsv ffofxalotiitii. Se£l. 5. cap. 15. p. 130. 

f EutSui Hv KM Ibalav rov rw ihuf ^optjluun Seoy cv ai^ptmoig 

(njeff^cu p\<n * v«; ii x^^p^ ^^ov * iv; Sc ds^. Strom, lib. 4. 
P- 537- 

tcnifls. 
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tonids. I only defire any man of tolerable 
fenfe, who ^has a competent knowledge of 
the Greek language, and who may be dif- 
pofed to think there is too much fevcrity 
in this cenfure,.to fpend a fingle day upon 
Plotinus, Jamblichus, or Proclus. If he 
leave them without having his own mind 
very much beclouded (of which there is * 
fome danger) I am confident that he will 
agree with me in my opinion concerning 
them. 

In pafling. this cenfure on the writings 
of thefe Platonifts, I am far from wifliing 
to fuggeft a low opinion of the underftand- 
ings of the men. I believe, that with re- 
fpedt to their intelledual powers, they were 
equal to any metaphyiicians of the prefent 
age, or of any other; and fo certainly was 
Thomas Aquinas, and many of the fchool- 
men. But mankind had not then attained 
to the firft elements of metaphyfical know- 
ledge, which is now indeed in a very 
imperfed: ftate, much behind many other 
branches of knowledge ; and what poor 
work would Newton himfelf have made, if 
he had been fet to read before he had 
I learned 
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learned half his letters. As the mere art 
of reading is perhaps attained with more 
difficulty than any thing that we learn fub- 
fequent to it, fo we may fay that it coft 
the world more pains and thought to ac- 
quire the very elements of philofophical 
and metaphyseal knowledge, than it did to 
make the mod fhining difcoveries after-' 
wards. I am far, therefore, from defpifing 
the men who laboured under fuch great dif- " 
advantages; but I own that I do defpife 
thoie who, negled:ing, and affeding to dc« 
fpife, the greater light of the prefent day, 
involve themfelves, and endeavour to in« 
volve others, in the darknefs which over- 
fpread the world two thoufand years ago. 

Having thus reprefented what I appre« 
hend Platonifm to have been, I (ha]] in the 
next place, endeavour to (hew how thick 
a (hade from this mafs of darknefs was 
thrown upon the Jewi(h religion in Philo^ 
and the chriftian in the writings of the 
early Fathers. In the mean time, this view 
of that (yftem of philofophy which was 
moft admired at the time of the promulga. 
tion of chriftiani ty, a fydem made ufc of 
Vol. I. D d to 



^A 
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to fupport a religion ftill more abfurd than 
itfelf, debafing the faculties, and corrupt- 
ing the morals of naen, may fcrve to make 
us more thankful for the pure light of 
the gofpel, which the Father of lights was 
pleafed, in the fulnefs of time, to fend, in 
order to difperfe that grofs aad baneful 
darknefs. 

A fuller difplay of Platonifm, in a tranf- 
lation of the writings of Plotinus, Jam- 
blichus, and Proclus (if it was poffible 
to exhibit fuch wretched nonfenfe in any 
modern language) would contribute Aill 
more to make chriflianity appear to its 
proper advantage. And indeed, to do it 
juftice, it ought to be compared with that 
fyflem of knowledge which human reafon 
had aftually produced at the time of its 
promulgation, and not with that which the 
teafon of man (firft put into a right track 
by itfelf) has been able to produce in the 
fpace of two thoufand years fmce that 
time. 



END OF THE FIRST VOLUME. 
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